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ABSTRACT 
 Despite the collective nature of tourism activity, the research focusing on group 
behavior in tourism literature is very rare. People usually travel with groups, mostly with 
their families who have influence on their travel decisions. Food is one of the unique 
aspects of a destination which has become a marketing tool for tourism planners and an 
important travel decision. An understanding of the preference of local food among 
tourists will create positive impact on the region and exploring the underlying factors of 
this preference will be beneficial for future marketing plans. The purpose of this study 
was to understand the factors influencing local food purchase intention of tourist couples 
visiting coastal areas of South Carolina through the use of modified Theory of Reasoned 
action and provide a better understanding of their decision making process by using 
Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) as data analyzing technique. 
Data was collected in Charleston and Beaufort, South Carolina from 190 tourist 
couples in October 2014. The variables influencing intention to purchase wildcaught and 
aquacultured oysters were tested. Results show that even if women have negative attitude 
towards oysters, their intention to purchase local seafood is not different than men. 
Positive importance of eating oysters in destination have stronger influence on intention 
to purchase seafood at individual and couple level. Study results also indicate as couples 
get older they influence each other in a positive way. This study provided theoretical 
implications by applying a modified Theory of Reasoned action in tourism decision 
making process, methodological implications by bringing a new way to understand this 
process by testing the relationships at individual and couple level. In addition to 
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theoretical and methodological implications this study offered practical implications by 
providing insight into tourist’s intention to purchase aquacultured and wildcaught oysters 
during their vacation. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Travel Decision Making 
Tourism decision making is a complex process, consisting of such elements as  
whether or not travel; where to go; what kind of accommodations to choose (resort, hotel, 
camping); how to get there; how much to spend; how long to stay; where to eat, local or 
chain restaurants, fast food or fine dining and whether to return. As tourism service is 
intangible and experience-based, it is different from the routine consumption of products, 
meaning the travel decisions may not be similar to everyday ones (Mottiar & Quinnn, 
2004). However, since the tourism activity is composed of various elements, tourist 
behavior may reflect daily life to a certain extent. For example, Brey and Lehto (2007) 
found a positive correlation between participation in the recreational activities of tourists 
in their daily environment and in a tourism setting. Their study showed that tourists who 
participate in activities requiring a high skill level in their home environment tend to 
participate the same activities during their vacations.  This decision making process is 
further complicated by the intangible and experiential nature of tourism products, a 
situation that may lead to unexpected changes in plans (Smallman & Moore, 2010), many 
of which occur en-route or at the destination. According to Thornton, Shaw and Williams 
(1997), travel decisions are not made at one point of time; rather this process is an 
ongoing one throughout the experience.   
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Past research has found that travel decisions are composed of five stages-- 
problem or need recognition, information search, final decision, consumption, and post-
purchase feeling (Mayo & Jarvis, 1981).  Extending this research, Eugenio-Martin (2004) 
proposed a model of these stages, referring to them as participation decision, tourism 
budget decision, frequency and length of stay decision, kind of destination decision, and 
final decision and mode of transportation. The determinants of participation decisions 
were found to be income, household size, education, size of city and opinion on going on 
a vacation (Nicolau & Mas, 2005). In further research on the intent to travel, Gardiner, 
King, and Grace (2013) conducted a cohort study investigating the impact of hedonic and 
functional value associations and normative, formative and informational referents on the 
intention to go on vacation, finding that formative referents, such as friends and family, 
affected travel intentions.  
From another perspective, the factors influencing travel decision making can be 
categorized as external such as culture (Lysonski, Durvasula, & Zotos, 1996; Coreia, 
Kozak, & Ferradeira, 2011), word of mouth (Murphy, Mascardo, & Benckendorff, 2007) 
and interpersonal variables (Mayo & Jarvis, 1981) and internal such as attitude (Um & 
Crompton, 1990; Van Raaij & Francken, 1984), lifestyle (Decrop & Snelders, 2005;Van 
Raaij & Francken, 1984;Woodside & Lysonski, 1989),personality and self-concept 
(Lysonski, Durvasula, & Zotos, 1996), gender (Zalatan, 1998; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004), 
and age (Borges Tiago & Borges Tiago, 2013). 
The influence of group in the tourism context further adds to the complexity of 
the tourism decision making process.   Tourism by definition is a collectivistic activity; 
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however, tourism literature is composed of studies focusing on the behavior of individual 
tourists (Obrador, 2012) even though according to Thornton, Shaw and Williams (1997), 
tourists spend 90% of their time in the company of others.  This interaction between 
members of the group travelling together, usually family members, in the travel planning 
phase and during the actual travel should be considered, especially because the influence 
of family and children on trip decisions has been found to be significant in several studies 
(Mottiar & Quinnn, 2004; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012; Zalatan, 1998; Kim, 
Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010).   
Family Decision Making 
Research on family travel decision making has shown that the roles of husband, 
wife and children have evolved through the years. In early research in this area, Jenkins 
(1978) interviewed husbands and wives to determine the main decision maker for various 
travel aspects.  The study results found that husbands and wives have conflicting  
opinions about this as husbands believed most of the decisions were either jointly made 
or wife dominant. However, according to the wives, the husbands were more influential 
in the decisions concerning the length of stay, the selection of activities, the lodging and 
the selection of destination.  Overall Jenkins’ results suggest that most decisions, except 
those about children, were made by the husbands (Jenkins, 1978). As this study suggests, 
three decades ago women and children did not have much influence on the travel 
decisions of the family. 
However, later research has found an increase in the role of women and children, 
with various studies finding that children have influence at different stages of the 
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decision making process (Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; Kozak, 2010). For 
example, they have an impact on the decision of the location and the time of the holiday 
(Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997) and a moderate influence on the type and specific 
restaurant as well as  on the meal ordered (Chen, Lehto, Bejnke, & Tang, 2012).    
Women have been found to be more influential in the planning phase; during the 
trip, especially concerning eating out and accommodation; and after the trip, in particular 
involving the recommendation and revisit decisions (Mottia & Quinnn, 2004; Chen, 
Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012; Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; Zalatan, 1998; Kim, 
Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010).  More specifically, their influence in planning was 
seen in their collection of pre-trip information through the internet, travel agencies and 
friends, even though the men still controlled the main budget decisions (Mottia & 
Quinnn, 2004; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012; Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; 
Zalatan, 1998).  
Zalatan (1998) interviewed 700 married women in Ottawa on the influence of 
wives on tourism decision making, the results showing the  level of education and income  
being  positively correlated with the wives’ involvement in the decision making process. 
Women were found to be more active in the collection of information, the selection of 
restaurants and lodging and the budgeting for shopping expenditures (Zalatan, 1998). 
However, this study represents only wives’ perspective; the situation may be different 
from the husbands’ perspective as it was in Jenkin’s (1978) study.  
Kim et al. (2010) applied the five stages of the decision making process to a   
festival context in South Korea, modifying them to before leaving for the festival venue, 
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traveling to the festival venue, the on-site experience, returning home and the post 
evaluation. Their results indicated that the husband is the primary decision maker, 
especially concerning accommodation, travel, timing, and transportation, while the wives 
were influential in the choice of restaurants and souvenirs, information search, 
participation in programs, and revisit decisions.  The children, however, had no 
significant influence on the travel decisions (Kim, Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010). 
The impact of family members on one another has also been observed once the 
trip is over, specifically in terms of post-purchase feelings and actions such as intention 
to return. During this process wives were found to be involved in activities such as 
posting information about the trip on the internet, recommending the destination to 
friends and making revisit decisions (Kim, Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010). Further, 
the satisfaction and intention to return of each member of a couple has been found to 
influence the other (Kozak & Duman, 2012).  
However, research on family decision making is still needed. According to 
Schänzel, Smith and Weaver (2005), studies on family travel focusing on the experience 
and benefit of travel rather than the economic and commercial side are needed. In 
addition, Sirakaya and Woodside (2005) point to the need for  research on the impact of 
emotions, family, group and external sources on individual decision making, while 
Blitchfeldt et al. (2011) suggest the need for investigations on families postponing their  
final decisions and making them in-situ so that  their mood will have an impact on their 
decisions. Further, Obrador (2012) asserts that the influence of significant others should 
be taken into consideration in tourism decision making research. More significant to the 
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research reported here, since the decision making process does not take place only at the 
individual level, the family should be studied as a group in order to understand the entire 
process. And while according to Zalatan’s (1998), research on the husbands’ involvement 
in the decision making process from their perspective is needed, such interviews may 
create biased results.  
In addition to these issues, another variable impacting the decision making 
process is the purpose of the trip. According to Sirakaya and Woodside (2005) decision 
making models should be tailored for different trip purposes. This study addresses this 
need by focusing on couples visiting coastal destinations and applying the decision 
making framework to local food preferences. 
Affective and Cognitive Attitude 
The relationship between attitude and intention is conceptualized in the theory of 
reasoned action. According to this conceptual framework, intention to perform behavior 
is influenced by the attitude toward it and subjective norms which are formed by beliefs 
(Fishbein & Aizen, 1975). Tourism studies have focused primarily on the impact of 
affective and cognitive elements on tourism destination image and destination selection.  
(Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu, 2000; Kim &Yoon, 2003; Pike & Ryan 2004; Lin, 
Morais, Kerstetter, & Hou, 2007; del Bosque & Martín, 2008). Affective elements 
influencing destination image are exotic atmosphere, relaxation, scenic beauty, climate, 
recommendation, while cognitive elements include personal safety, the availability of 
good restaurants, suitable accommodations, friendly people and architecture (Kim & 
Yoon, 2003). In their study investigating the role of affect and cognition and their 
7 
 
interaction in the travel decision making process, Walls, Okumus and Wang (2011)  
found both  elements to be  important in the decision making process as there is a  need 
for  factual information to make an emotional decision.  
Important to the research reported here, the theory of reasoned action has been 
applied to food tourist behavior as attitude and past behavior have both been found to 
have a significant impact on the intention to try local cuisine (Ryu & Han, 2010). More 
specifically, cognitive and affective attitudes toward food has received much attention in 
non-tourism related research (Letarte, Dubé, & Troche, 1997; Winkielman, Berridge, & 
Wilbarger, 2005; Aikman, Crites & Fabrigar, 2006), these studies showing that affective 
attitude has a stronger impact on  pleasure food consumption while cognitive attitude has 
a  stronger impact on functional food consumption.  
Psychological studies in this area have focused primarily on the process of 
cognitive and affective elements, decision making and the consequences of these 
decisions (Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003; Miao, 2011; Caro & Garcia, 2007), with 
impulsive behavior being observed as a consequence of affect, such as immediate 
emotions (Miao, 2011). One type of such behavior, impulse buying, varies depending on 
the consumer’s time, money, personality, shopping behavior, shopping environment, 
negative or positive mood and the financial value of product (Stern, 1962; Beatty & 
Ferrell, 1998; Youn & Faber 2000; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). Impulse buying for 
tourists may increase because they are away from their normal daily routine and they 
have the opportunity to purchase local products or taste food unique to the area, factors 
which may be further impacted by the marketing of these products. Gender differences in 
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cognitive and affective attitudes and impulsiveness have also been observed in some 
studies, with females appearing to be influenced more by negative emotions and tending 
to exhibit more impulsive behavior than men (Gohier et al., 2011; Derbaix & Pham, 
1991; Coley & Burgess, 2003).  
Local Food Consumption and Tourism 
Integrating local food into tourist destinations may help improve the local 
economy and allow locals to become more involved in tourism. Creating backward 
linkages between tourism and agriculture is one potential way of achieving this 
integration (Bowen, Cox, & Fox, 1991; Telfer & Wall, 1996; Torres, 2002). Much food 
tourism research has focused on different parts of the world. However, since each 
destination has its unique gastronomic identity and culture, future research should be 
conducted at the local and regional level, as distinct characteristics of the local food in 
each region need to be specified to achieve a successful destination marketing strategy  
(DuRand, Heath and Alberts, 2003).   
The research reported here attempted to address this need by focusing on the two 
coastal destinations in South Carolina of Charleston and Beaufort. The main local food 
source in these areas is seafood, in particular shellfish which can either be caught wild or 
aquacultured. Studies have shown an overall negative perception of aquaculture activities 
among residents and tourists (Primavera, 2006; Nimmo, Cappell Huntington, & Grant, 
2011), with the primary reason for a negative perception being a lack of knowledge 
(Verbeke, Vermeir & Brunsø, 2007; Young, Brugere, & Muir, 1999). However, research 
has shown differences in perception of aquaculture between women and men.Women 
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have a tendency to exhibit more environmentally responsible behavior than men (Han, 
Hsu, & Lee, 2009), meaning that they have more concerns about the negative impact of 
aquaculture than their male counterparts (Mazur & Curtis, 2008). Thus, in the South 
Carolina coastal areas, aquacultured shellfish may be one of the local foods which 
women may be reluctant to try. On the other hand, consuming local food has a positive 
economic impact on the region, and females are more eager to experience local culture 
and lifestyles (Maser & Weiermair, 1998) and local food is a one way to do so.This may 
create a dilemma concerning the choice of local seafood among female tourists.  
Problem Statement 
As a consequence of globalization and the resulting inexpensive cost of 
importing, local food producers can experience difficulties in selling their products due to 
high prices. The positive impact of collaboration between tourism and local food 
producers has been emphasized in many studies as a way to address this issue (Bowen, 
Cox, & Fox, 1991; Telfer, & Wall, 1996; Torres, 2002).  In coastal areas of South 
Carolina, aquaculture and tourism are two such industries coexisting in this region. The 
collaboration of these two may have a positive economic impact, enabling local seafood 
producers to engage in tourism activities by supplying seafood to restaurants and/or being 
part of various tour packages. As a result, it is important to encourage tourists to consume 
local seafood at these destinations, and thus, examining the local seafood consumption by 
tourists is useful for both industries.  
Despite the collective nature of tourism activity, the research focusing on group 
behavior in tourism literature is limited. Since most people travel with groups, usually   
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their families, it is important to collect information from all family members and to use it 
to analyze the individual and collective experience, a conclusion supported by Schänzel, 
Smith and Weaver (2005). Focusing on the individual behavior of people travelling in 
groups leads to the loss of variance which occurs at group level, so the impact of the 
group on decision making will be overlooked. Also, traditional modelling procedures 
such as Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) or Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) are not able to 
detect this variance, showing small standard errors (Sibthorp et al., 2004). However, by 
using Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) in addition to the variance occurring at 
individual level, the variance at the group level will be accounted for. As this analysis 
suggests, tourism studies should use HLM to address this problem, thereby adding 
enhancing regression analyses by explaining variance at more than one level. As a result 
tourism literature needs more research focusing on tourist groups rather than individuals 
which is tailored for each region by recognizing its distinct characteristics and offerings.  
Study Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to understand the factors influencing the intention to 
purchase local food by tourist couples visiting the coastal areas of South Carolina and to 
provide a better understanding of their decision making process by using HLM as the 
data analysis technique. To build the conceptual framework for understanding this 
relationship, the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Aizen, 1975) was modified by 
adding importance and impulsiveness variables. The conceptual framework used here 
was based on the three predictors of intention, cognitive and affective attitude, 
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importance and impulsiveness. The direct and indirect effects of age and gender were 
also taken into consideration. 
Research Questions 
 This study explores the following five research questions: 
1. How do the intention to purchase local oysters and the factors influencing 
it differ between men and women travelling together while on vacation?  
2. How do cognitive and affective attitudes influence the importance of 
eating local oysters during a vacation? 
3. How does the importance of eating local oysters influence the intention to 
purchase local oysters? 
4. What is the role of the source of food in relation to the importance of 
eating local oysters? 
5. How do the local oyster consumption intention and factors influencing it 
differ between individuals and couples of different ages? 
Research Sites 
Charleston and Beaufort are two coastal communities of South Carolina where 
coastal-based aquaculture and tourism are two major economic industries. The total 
number of domestic visitors to South Carolina was 29.5 million in 2012, with a mean 
party size of 2.1 and 22% of the trips including children.  Three of ten tourists, or 30%, 
participated in beach-related activities, and 17% of these tourists enjoyed fine dining 
(SCPRT, 2013b). In 2013 domestic traveler spending in South Carolina supported 
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114,000 jobs and 58,500 of these jobs which is more than 50% was in food sector 
(SCPRT, 2014).   
Charleston is located south of the geographical midpoint of South Carolina's 
coastline on the Charleston Harbor, an inlet of the Atlantic Ocean formed by the 
confluence of the Ashley and Cooper rivers. The demographic profile of Charleston 
County, of which Charleston is the country seat, is diverse, with one fifth of the 
population being under 20 years old, 13% over 65, and 5.6% being foreign born (US 
Census, 2012). 
The city of Charleston is a destination where families enjoy participating in 
activities together, the primary ones being visiting the city market and taking carriage and 
boat tours. As a coastal destination, its major food product is seafood, which is marketed 
through the media and various festivals. In fact, there are even vacation packages 
specifically developed for food tourists. Festivals focusing on art, culture, architecture, 
food and wine can be found year-round in Charleston (Charleston CVB, 2013), and the 
annual sailing events in Charleston Harbor attract 120, 000 visitors each year (SCPRT, 
2010). 
The tourism development plan of the South Carolina Department of Parks, 
Recreation and Tourism (2010) emphasizes the importance of the city’s maritime 
traditions and heritage in tourism marketing. The activities listed in the report for rivers 
and waterways include river cruises, paddling or other types of recreational uses, wildlife 
viewing, fishing and recreational boating and swimming (SCPRT, 2010). Even though 
fishing activities are on the list, the report does not provide specific models regarding 
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their development involving locals. The major aim of the maritime development it 
proposes is to attract more tourists by creating luxury tours (SCPRT, 2010). Even if 
Charleston markets itself as a food destination, the extent of the use local food in 
restaurants, especially the ones popular among tourists, is unclear.   
Beaufort, the second oldest city in South Carolina, is located on Port Royal Island, 
with its seaport located at the head of one of the largest natural harbors on the Atlantic 
Coast (Jepson et al. 2005). Historically, commercial fishing has been a primary activity in 
the region, and today commercial enterprises are located on Radio Island. Beaufort 
Chamber of Commerce markets the city as a historic destination featuring the Gullah 
Culture, but it also emphasizes its natural resources, beaches and golf as well as tries to 
attract young people to the area. National Geographic named the area one of the top 
adventure waterfront towns in the country, an award supported by the two party boats, 
several private boats, marinas and businesses that provide support services to the 
recreational and fishing industries. Shrimping, crabbing and fishing are important to the 
town, which holds a shrimp festival in October every year (Jepson et al. 2005). 
Tourists appreciate lack of chains in the area, and the fishing opportunities encourage 
people to relocate to the city as evidenced by its retiree community (Beaufort Chamber of 
Commerce, 2013). In addition, Beaufort is a favorite stop-over for transient boaters.  
Study Contributions 
This study contributes to tourism literature theoretical, methodological and 
managerial. The theoretical contribution is addressed through the conceptual model 
which was created based on the two variables derived from the Theory of Reasoned 
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Action, attitude and intention. Past research focusing on the cognitive and affective 
antecedents of food preference has been limited to daily food intake behaviors (Letarte, 
Dubé, & Troche, 1997; Winkielman, Berridge, & Wilbarger, 2005; Aikman, Crites & 
Fabrigar, 2006). This study extends this research by incorporating the importance of 
eating local seafood into the model developed here for the travel decision making 
process. In addition, there is limited research on the impulsive buying behavior of 
tourists. This study addresses this limitation by examining it in relation to eating local 
seafood within the tourism context. Furthermore, the conceptual model developed in this 
study can be applied to other types of local food such as agricultural products. 
Second, this study provides a methodological contribution. By using HLM in its 
examination of a couple’s food decisions and their influence on each other, it investigates 
group behavior as well as individual. This methodology addresses Sibthorp et al.’s (2004) 
contention that parks, recreation and tourism literature needs more studies using HLM to 
analyze data as recreation activities are primarily group-based.  
Finally, this study provides a managerial contribution. An understanding of local 
food preferences of tourists will add marketing knowledge to local seafood producers, 
restaurants, tourism marketers and government tourism agencies. The collaboration of 
these stakeholders in developing new tourism products based on local resources may 
assist in generating a positive impact in the region. There is a growing interest in local 
food, and especially local experiences, among tourists. If this interest could be channeled 
to local producers and suppliers, the result could be a positive economic impact and the 
involvement of locals in the tourism activity. This study aimed to support the 
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collaboration of the tourism and aquaculture industry in the region studied by providing 
information on tourist perceptions of aquacultured and wildcaught seafood and their 
intention to purchase it.  
Definition of Terms 
Food Tourism--The food-related activities of tourists at a destination such as 
dining out, buying local or imported food and interacting with locals through food 
consumption. 
Travel Decision Making--The selection of travel-related means and activities after 
the evaluation of alternatives 
Local Food--The food grown, produced and processed at a destination. 
Aquaculture--The breeding, rearing, and harvesting of plants and animals in all 
types of water environments including ponds, rivers, lakes, and the ocean (NOAA, 
2013a). Also known as fish or shellfish farming, 
Wild-caught Seafood--Seafood taken from its wild environment. 
Aquacultured Seafood--Seafood raised in an aquaculture environment. 
Attitude—“A learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or 
unfavorable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein & Aizen, 1975) 
Cognitive Attitude--The attitude toward a product based on the processing of 
information of the main traits, attributes and benefits of a product measured along a 
positive/negative continuum (Crites, Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994). 
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Affective Attitude--The attitude toward a product formed as a result of the 
emotional reactions and feelings it creates measured along a positive/negative continuum 
(Crites, Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994). 
Impulsive Buying--Any purchase which a shopper makes but has not planned in 
advance (Stern, 1962). 
Importance of Local Oysters--The perceived value of eating local wildcaught and 
aquacultured oysters during travel. 
Intention to Purchase Local Oysters--Tourists’ prior decisions on consuming local 
wildcaught and aquacultured oysters at the destination.  
Tourist (overnight visitor) -- A visitor (domestic, inbound or outbound) whose 
trip includes an overnight stay (UNWTO, 2007).  
Visitor--A traveler taking a trip to a main destination outside his/her usual 
environment for less than a year for any main purpose (business, leisure or other personal 
purpose) other than to be employed by a resident entity in the country or place visited. 
A visitor (domestic, inbound or outbound) is classified as a same-day visitor (or 
excursionist) unless his/her trip includes an overnight stay; then he/she is classified as a 
tourist (UNWTO, 2007).  
Mixed Gender Couple--Two people of opposite genders involved in a romantic 
relationship. 
Measurement Model: The part of the model that relates the measured variables to 
the factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
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Structural Model: The causal correlational links between theoretical variables 
(Kenny, 2011). 
Single Level Model: The model in which variables reflect variability at a single 
level, the individual level (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). 
Multi-Level Model: The model in which variables reflect variability at more than 
one level, the individual and couple level (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). 
Level 1 (within level): Two scores of within dyad variable differ between the two 
members in a dyad (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). 
Level 2 (between levels): Scores on between-dyads variable differ from dyad to 
dyad, but not within dyad (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Literature review section is composed of four parts. In the first part travel decision 
making models, factors influencing travel decision making process, family decision 
making and gender differences in travel decision making is summarized. Second part is 
about cognitive and affective attitude towards destinations, food and other consumption 
products and impulsiveness. This section also includes gender differences with regards to 
cognitive and affective attitude and impulsive buying behavior. Impact of tourist 
consumption of local food on the destination, sustainability and motivations for local 
food consumption are discussed in third section. Last section is about the factors 
influencing seafood consumption and the attitude towards aquacultured and wildcaught 
seafood products. 
Travel Decision Making 
Travel is an experience with different phases from planning the vacation to the 
returning home (Clawson & Knetsch 1966) and within each of these phases specific 
decisions regarding to accommodation, transportation, food, length of stay, budget etc. 
need to be taken. Furthermore, the nature of tourism product is different than other 
products. So, buying decisions of tourism products will not be similar to other purchases, 
as there is no intangible return on tourism product, expenditure is relatively higher than 
most other products, the purchase decision need long time to plan, tourist need to travel 
to the product and the product could not be stored (Mathieson & Wall, 1982).  
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Travel Decision Making Stages 
Clawson and Knetsch (1966) listed the phases of outdoor recreation as 
anticipation, travel to the actual site, in-site experience, travelling back and recollection. 
Generic travel decision is taken during the anticipation stage. There are some 
expectations for the travel in first two stages of travel which will determine the 
satisfaction gained from travel. The details of vacation, such as time and money to be 
spend is decided in second stage. Travelling back is a stage where people will be in total 
different mood than first stages. According to the authors recreation experience does not 
end with travelling back, as the experience will still be in the memory and it will be 
reinterpreted and shared with other people (Clawson & Knetsch, 1966). 
The process of travel decision making was inspected in different levels in 
literature, as it is composed of five stages; problem or need recognition (travel desire), 
information search and evaluation, final decision, consumption (travel experience) and 
post purchase feelings (Mayo & Jarvis, 1981). The decision taken in the first stage would 
be to go on vacation, the second stage is processing of information search regarding to 
destinations, travel types, accommodation, and activities and in the third stage the 
alternatives are evaluated and a final choice is made. During the consumption process 
people tend to make decisions regarding which restaurant to go and what activities to do 
within the destination (Blichfeldt, Pedersen, Johansen, & Hansen, 2011). In the last stage 
of consumption, based on what extent their expectations are met and whether or not they 
are satisfied with the experience they involve in post purchase behaviors, such as posting 
on internet, recommending to a friend.  
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Travel Decision Making Models 
Decrop (2006) categorized decision making models as cognitive and 
microeconomic. While microeconomic models are based on the influence of budget 
constraints on travel decision plans, cognitive models aim to understand the impact of 
socio-psychological variables on decision making process. Cognitive models are 
categorized as structural and process models (Decrop, 2006). 
While Um and Crompton (1990) linked external and internal inputs in a cognitive 
process in destination selection process, Woodside and Lysonski (1989) considered 
affective associations and situational variables as well as external and internal inputs. 
Um and Crompton (1990)’s cognitive model has three components, external 
inputs which influence decision making process through social interactions and 
marketing communications , internal inputs which are personal characteristics and 
cognitive constructs which are integration of internal and external inputs. According to 
Um and Crompton (1990) travel decision making has five sets of process, the awareness 
set, a decision to undertake the trip, evolution of evoked set, the formation of subjective 
beliefs about the destination and selection of specific destination. This model explains 
internal and external factors influencing the destination selection process. 
Another cognitive model is created by Woodside and Lysonski (1989) which is 
focused on the process until the destination selection. In this model destination awareness 
is affected by marketing variables and traveler variables. Destination awareness consist of 
four categories, first one is consideration set which is composed of alternatives visitors 
are aware of, second one is inept set which is composed of alternatives rejected from 
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consideration in the first place, third one is inert set which receives no evaluation and 
fourth one is unavailable set. According to Woodside and Lysonski (1989) affective 
associations need arousal of feelings, but this will not happen until a cognitive process 
occurs such as recognition, recollection and categorization. So in their model affective 
associations mediate the relationship between destination awareness and traveler 
destination preference. Situational variables moderate relationship between intention to 
visit and final choice (Woodside & Lysonski, 1989). On the other hand according to 
Zajonc and Markus (1985) all affect may not be mediated by cognition, since emotional 
arousal is triggered directly by sensory stimulation without a need of higher-order 
mediation. 
According to Decrop (2006) structural models lack complete understanding of the 
decision making process, as there will be other factors influencing their decision making 
process. Another limitation of these models are they only focus on the destination 
selection process, but still there are a lot of decisions need to be taken after the 
destination selection. 
Process models focus on the psycho-behavioral variables that underline decision 
making process (Decrop, 2006). Trip features, destination features and travel desire have 
influence on how travel decisions will be taken and also the influence of travel awareness 
and tourist profile on travel desire is taken into consideration in Mathieson and Wall’s 
(1982) process model (Decrop, 2006).Van Raaij and Francken (1984) add the household 
influence on travel decision making process. This model aims to investigate the impact of 
individual and household socio demographic factors and interaction process on vacation 
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sequence which is composed of stages; generic decision, information acquisition, joint 
decision making, vacation activities and satisfaction (Van Raaij & Francken, 1984). 
Moutinho (1987) developed a more comprehensive model including the post trip 
behavior. The decision process in this model occurs in a flow of actions. Preference 
structure is influenced by environmental and personal factors and preference structure 
creates a choice criteria through intention. With the influence of information search and 
perceived risk a decision was given. Post purchase evaluation has impact on future 
decision making process through satisfaction and dissatisfaction (Moutinho, 1987). 
Moore, Smallman, Wilson and Simmons (2012) developed a process model which is 
composed of three dimensions; ‘inflexibility, social composition of the decision and the 
timing or location of decision’. In this model the type of trip is the main variable that 
varies within the range of these three dimensions (Moore et al., 2012). 
Process model assumes that decision making is hierarchical in nature, but the 
situation may change in last minute decisions (Decrop, 2006). Travel decision making is 
not only a sequential process but also contingent process (Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002). The 
process models as well as structural models investigate the decisions made before the trip 
and additionally they take post trip behavior into consideration. However, process models 
also are not sufficient to explain the tourist behavior during vacation. 
Factors Influencing Travel Decisions 
The influence of various external and internal factors on travel decision making 
process are tested in literature. As internal factors, attitude (Um & Crompton, 1990; Van 
Raaij & Francken, 1984), lifestyle (Decrop & Snelders, 2005; Van Raaij & Francken, 
23 
 
1984; Woodside & Lysonski, 1989), routines (Bargeman & van der Poel, 2006), 
motivation (Gnoth, 1997; Um & Crompton, 1990),unconscious needs (Tran & Ralston, 
2006), involvement (Cai, Feng, & Breiter, 2004), information search (Vogt & 
Fesenmaier, 1998), personality and self-concept (Lysonski, Durvasula, & Zotos, 1996), 
gender (Zalatan, 1998; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004), age (Borges Tiago & Borges Tiago, 
2013) and constraints and self-efficacy (Hung & Petrick,2012) were found influential on 
travel decision making. Um & Crompton (1990) has conducted a longitudinal study in 
order to integrate attitude in decision making model. Attitude was measured as difference 
between perceived facilitators and perceived inhibitors. Results of the study showed that 
attitudes play important role in making final decision of destination (Um & Crompton, 
1990). This study contributed to the literature by measuring the impact of attitudes on 
decision making, however it ignored the emotions and joint decision making process 
(Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005). According to Decrop and Snelders (2005) decision 
making process will be different for different segments of tourists. They segmented 
tourists into 6 groups; habitual vacationer, bounded rational vacationer, hedonic 
vacationer, the opportunistic vacationer, the constrained vacationer and the adaptable 
vacationer. Habitual vacationers prefer to go to the same place every year and bounded 
rational vacationers plan very early, as risk aversion is important factor on their travel 
decisions. On the other hand opportunistic vacationers’ decisions are spontaneous. 
Hedonic vacationer travels with the hope of daydreaming. Constrained vacationers make 
decisions with pressure of others. And lastly adaptable vacationers tend to make flexible 
plans (Decrop & Snelders, 2005). Lysonski, Durvasula and Zotos, (1996) differentiated 
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the decision making styles of tourists basing on their personality. In this study, tourists 
are categorized as perfectionist, brand conscious, novelty fashion conscious, recreational, 
hedonistic conscious, impulsive, confused by over choice and habitual, brand–loyal 
consumers. Tran and Ralston (2006) observed the impact of unconscious needs on the 
choice of travel type and showed that unconscious motives for achievement and 
affiliation lead to challenging and social activities and unconscious motives for affiliation 
lead to preference of cultural activities. Cai, Feng and Breiter, (2004) investigated the 
information search of tourists with low, medium and high decision involvement and 
found that involvement levels have significant impact on information search behavior.  
The influence of external factors also tested in various studies. Culture (Lysonski, 
Durvasula, & Zotos, 1996; Coreia, Kozak, & Ferradeira, 2011), social media (Hudson & 
Thal, 2013), word of mouth (Murphy, Mascardo & Benckendorff, 2007), e-word of 
mouth (Hernández-Méndez, Muñoz-Leiva, & Sánchez-Fernández, 2013), climate 
(Hamilton & Lau, 2005), political instability (Seddighi & Theocharous, 2002), 
interpersonal variables (Mayo & Jarvis, 1981) and constraints (Hung & Petrick, 2012) are 
some examples. Coreia, Kozak and Ferradeira (2011) developed a structural equation 
model in order to test the impact of cultural traits on the travel decisions. In this study the 
impact of power distance and individualism on brand, price and quality consciousness 
was supported. To elaborate more on this we can say that people from individualistic 
cultures make decisions in their own criteria and people form collectivistic cultures 
consider brand, prices and the number of alternatives. Furthermore, people from the 
countries with high power distance tend to choose well known destinations (Coreia, 
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Kozak, & Ferradeira, 2011). Travel constraints which is another influential factor on 
decision making, may be inspected as internal or external. Both interpersonal and 
structural constraints have negative influence on travel intentions (Hung & Petrick, 
2012). 
Technology has a huge impact on consumption activity within recent years. As 
tourism is a high perceived risk activity (Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005), online 
information search which will have impact on travel decisions are more convenient for 
travelers. One of the most common online information base is social media in recent 
years. Its effect on travel decision making is investigated in several studies (Fotis, 
Buhalis, & Rossides, 2012; Hudson & Thal, 2013). Social media and word of mouth are 
influential on travel decision making process especially in younger population (Hudson 
& Thal, 2013; Murphy, Mascardo & Benckendorff, 2007; Hernández-Méndez, Muñoz-
Leiva, & Sánchez-Fernández, 2013).  Hudson and Thal (2013) applied the consumer 
decision making model based on (Court et al., 2009) to the travel process to investigate 
the role of social media on tourism decisions. The first stage of this model is ‘consider’, 
in which consumers develop a consideration of destinations. In this stage social media 
campaigns are highly influential on decision making. The influence of online blogs are 
seen in the evaluation stage, as consumers need to evaluate alternatives in this stage 
(Hudson & Thal, 2013). Further, the impact of electronic word of mouth on travel 
behaviors was demonstrated in other studies (Murphy, Mascardo, & Benckendorff, 
2007). According to Hudson and Thal (2013) companies could create an emotional band 
with customers to increase their influence at this stage as well as social media. The fourth 
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stage which is ‘buy’ is mostly become an online activity and even some companies sell 
their products through social media websites. The last stage is ‘enjoy, advocate and bond’ 
which is a post purchase activity. Social media is being used at this stage by companies, 
to build loyalty (Hudson & Thal, 2013). However, friends and family opinion are found 
to be more effective than other sources such as advertisements in decision making 
regarding to travel destination (Hernández-Méndez, Muñoz-Leiva, & Sánchez-
Fernández, 2013). This influence will be even stronger when they are travelling together, 
so the impact of group is a crucial factor an understanding tourism decisions. Thornton, 
Shaw and Williams (1997) stated that holiday activities are mostly group based especially 
family groups. Gitelson and Kerstetter (1995) showed that over 75% of the travel groups 
contained a spouse or partner and over 75% of them contained friends and relatives.  
However, according to Obrador (2012) theoretical models in tourism research are not 
sufficient to understand the family travel.  
Family Decision Making 
Families have different kinds of motivations and expectations from travel than 
other individual or group tourists. Backer and Schänzel (2012) have compared their study 
results on families to the Plog (2004)’s study in terms of the reasons to take vacation. 
According to the findings the major reason to travel in America is getting rid of stress 
(70%), to spend time with spouse (60%), enjoy no schedules (59%) and see/do new 
things (56%) (Plog, 2004). On the other hand the main reason for travel for the families 
with children in Australia are to spend time with family (96%), see/do new things (58%), 
enjoy no schedules (54%) and get rid of stress (48%) (Backer, & Schänzel, 2012).  
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Major motivation for the families to go on holiday is to spend time with family 
rather than get rid of stress. Because of this the holiday expectations of families should be 
studied in a specific context which does not ignore the interrelationships and interactions 
between family members and the influence of these relations on the travel experience. 
Current research lacks the role of group dynamics in tourism experience (Schänzel, 
Yeoman, & Backer, 2012).    
 Family decision making studies could be categorized as two groups the ones 
focusing on the role of only husband and wives (Jenkins, 1978; Zalatan, 1998; Mottia 
Quinn, 2004; Kozak, 2010; Litvin, Xu, & Kang, 2004) and the others focusing role of 
children as well as parents in travel decision making process (Thornton, Shaw, & 
Williams, 1997; Kim et al., 2010; Blitchfeldt et al., 2011; Borges Tiago & Borges Tiago, 
2013). 
Jenkins’s (1978) study showed that husbands were more influential on total 
vacation decisions, information collection, the length and date of vacation. Women were 
not found to be influential in any of travel decisions. In this study both husbands and 
wives were interviewed and some differences between the opinions of husbands and 
wives regarding to the joint decisions.  Litvin, Xu and Kang (2004) replicated Jenkin’s 
(1978) study among American and Singaporean couples. Result supported the argument 
that travel decision making is becoming less husband dominant and is based on more 
joint decision. But there was also some disagreement between couples on who make the 
decision of lodging and information search (Litvin, Xu, & Kang, 2004). On the other 
hand, women’s dominance in information search stage was supported in various studies 
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(Mottia & Quinnn, 2004; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012; Thornton, Shaw, & 
Williams, 1997; Zalatan, 1998).   
The roles of husband and wife in decision making were found to be similar to 
their daily life, 40% of people stated that there was a main decision maker in a family in 
daily life who also makes decisions regarding to the holiday and it was claimed to be 
women most of the time (Mottia & Quinn, 2004). On the other hand, in terms of financial 
decisions, 70% of the time holiday decisions were made jointly. According to Mottia and 
Quinn (2004) the reason for this is the nature of leisure activities which differentiates it 
from tangible goods. Regarding to the daily consumption decisions, husbands were more 
influential in big consumption items such as automobiles (Shuptrine & Samuelson, 
1976), for the small purchases decisions were joint (Wilkes, 1975).  Davis and Rigaux 
(1974) investigated the marital roles in consumption decision making process and found 
that wives were dominant in the purchase of kitchenware, food, child clothing and 
nonalcoholic drinks and husbands were dominant in the decision of purchasing insurance, 
car, alcoholic beverage and garden tools. Further vacation, entertainment and housing 
decisions were joint. In terms of decision stages women were more influential in the first 
stages such as problem recognition (Davis & Rigaux, 1974)   
The structure of family have changed since these studies were conducted, women 
were more involved in the workforce. However, recent studies show similar findings with 
Jenkins (1978) in terms of financial decisions, budget decisions regarding to the holiday 
were still taken by husbands (Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; Zalatan, 1998; Litvin, 
Xu, & Kang, 2004; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012).  
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Women and men have different vacation needs which will reflect on their travel 
behavior and eventually to travel decision making process. According to Mottia and 
Quinn (2004) the main difference between women and men is that women have less 
leisure time in daily life and they want full leisure when they are on vacation. This leads 
them to take the role for information search on travel. Further, women are looking for a 
break from their daily responsibilities during the vacation, but men do not want to take a 
break from their daily entertainment (Schänzel & Smith, 2011) 
Frew and Shaw (1999) investigated the relationship between personality, gender 
and participation to sporting events. In terms of personality males were found to be more 
realistic and they tend to participate in sporting events more than females. On the other 
hand females preferred to go museums, fine arts events. In their young ages girls wanted 
to meet with other people during their travels (Gibson & Yiannakis, 2002) and they were 
more likely to eat out and experience different cultures (Mottia & Quinnn, 2004). 
Furthermore, in terms of push factors, women had higher motivation in cultural 
experience, family and prestige and as pull factors they had higher interest in heritage, 
culture, comfort and relaxation and males were looking for sport and recreational 
activities (McGehee, Loker-Murphy, & Uysal, 1996). Similarly, Collins and Tisdell 
(2002) showed that the purpose of female travelers were holiday, visiting friends and 
education and males traveled for business and education.  
Since males and females have different motivation to go in a vacation, their 
decision making process will be different. In terms of decision making styles females 
were more perfectionist, confused by over choice, exhibit more impulse buying behavior, 
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eager to buy latest fashion, more quality conscious than males (Mitchell & Walsh, 2004). 
To sum up there are differences between men and women with regards to needs, 
motivation, personality and consumption behavior which eventually affect travel decision 
making and experience. However, there is also another influential factor on travel 
decisions which are the children. 
The influence of children on vacation decisions varies through different factors, 
such as age of children, the family structure, culture and type of holiday, as well as the 
method used to investigate this influence. Some studies investigated children’s impact 
through families (Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; Borges Tiago & Borges Tiago, 
2013) while some others interviewed children to understand their behavior (Blitchfeldt et 
al., 2011; Labrecque & Ricard, 2001).  
In study conducted in South Korea children were not found influential in any 
decision except posting travel experience in internet, according to the author the little 
influence of children may be due to traditional structure of Korean families (Kim et al, 
2010). Thornton, Shaw and Williams, (1997) conducted diary/interview survey to 
investigate children’s influence on travel decision making process among families 
with/without children. The children in the study were categorized into three different age 
groups. The results showed the influence of younger children occurs through 
interdependence to their families, and older ones influence decisions through negotiation 
(Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997).   Blitchfeldt et al. (2011) interviewed tweens 
between the age of 8 and 12 to understand their influence on in-situ decision making 
process and showed that older children’s influence on in-situ decision making was seen 
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accommodative.  Borges Tiago and Borges Tiago (2013) developed a conceptual model 
which examine the teens’ influence on family decision making process through their 
relationship with their families. Teens used different tactics to influence travel decisions 
such as making a direct request, negotiation, deals, persistence, begging and whining, 
examples from friends, guilt trip and screaming, shouting, anger and getting mad. Other 
study results were such that girls had more influence on travel decisions than boys and 
teens in the families with lower income level have more pester power on travel decisions 
than the ones in families with higher income level (Borges Tiago & Borges Tiago, 2013). 
Teens’ influence on travel decisions were supported in this study, but there was not clear 
information on what kind of travel decisions were taken and in which stage of travel they 
were more influential. 
Decision making roles and the influence of children may differ across different 
types of holidays. Kim et al. (2010) investigated travel decision process of families with 
and without children at different stages of travel in the context of festival. The decisions 
regarding accommodation, start time, resting time, leaving time for travelling to the 
festival venue and the time to return to home were taken by husband. On the other hand, 
women played a major role in-situ decisions such as choosing souvenirs, participating 
programs, eating and explaining the programs, as well as after trip activities such as 
recommending to others and revisit decisions (Kim et al., 2010). Labrecque and Ricard 
(2001) interviewed both children and their parents to understand the influence of children 
on dining experience and found that children in traditional families thought that fathers 
were the decision maker and it is vice versa in non-traditional families. Furthermore the 
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influence of children on restaurant selection decisions were seen in non-traditional 
families than traditional ones (Labrecque & Ricard, 2001). 
Families go through various stages in their lives and in each stage they have 
different needs. Thus travel patterns of families will vary according to their stage on the 
Family Life Cycle.  
Family Life Cycle 
Family life cycle concept was applied in a lot of consumer behavior studies whose 
aim was to understand the change of purchasing pattern of families during the different 
phases of the life cycle. Wells and Gubar (1966) have reviewed these studies and came 
up with a family cycle model. The first one is the bachelor stage where people have less 
financial burden in this stage and they are recreation oriented. Second stage is composed 
of newly married couples with no children, who have the highest purchase rate of durable 
goods and are better condition financially than in next stages. Full nest I is the third stage 
in which youngest child is under six. In this stage families’ financial condition is not 
good and they are interested in new products. In full nest II youngest child is over six, 
families in this stage are in better financial position and they buy in large sizes. Full nest 
III are older couples with dependent children. At this stage families’ financial position is 
better, more women work and higher purchase of durables is seen. Empty nest I is the 
stage in which older couples have no children and they are interested more travel and 
tourism due to their high disposable income. In the next stage which is empty nest II, 
head of the house is retired, so they have financial problems and they do not tend to 
33 
 
travel. When one of the couple dies, they enter in a solitary survivor stage (Wells & 
Gubar, 1966). 
According to Carr (2010) dinks and empty nesters are more flexible in terms of 
time of travel and they have higher budget for travel, also vacation travel is seen mostly 
among people between 25-34 and 45-54 (Wells & Gubar, 1966). So they receive more 
attention from tourism marketers. Further, the purpose of travel of each gender changes 
through the family life cycle, in the full nest stage females travel less for business 
purposes due to child care, as a result the lowest leisure travel is seen at this stage 
(Collins & Tisdell, 2002). Also, at young ages people are more eager to meet other 
people during their holidays. Since women have less domestic obligations after their 50s, 
they have more time to travel, while men want to spend more time with their family in 
those ages, women engage outside activities more (Gibson & Yiannakis, 2002).  
Furthermore the families’ travel and recreation needs increase after the age of 55 (Wells 
& Gubar, 1966).  
As it was mentioned earlier attitude is one of the internal factors influencing 
travel decisions (Um & Crompton, 1990; Van Raaij & Francken, 1984). This study aimed 
to explain tourist decision making process by applying modified version of Theory of 
Reasoned Action which explain behavior by attitude, beliefs and conation (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975)  
Cognitive and Affective Attitude 
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) described the antecedents of behavior as affect, 
cognition and conation in their theoretical framework which was the base assumptions for 
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the theories of reasoned action and planned behavior. Affect is composed of feelings and 
evaluations with regards to an object, cognition is knowledge about the object and 
conation is behavioral intentions to that object. In this framework, the influence of these 
variables on behavior happens in a sequence, as cognition influences affect which 
influences conation, namely intention which will eventually have impact on actual 
behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In most tourism studies affective, cognitive and 
conative components were attributed to destination image (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; 
Baloglu, 2000; Kim & Yoon, 2003; Pike & Ryan 2004; Lin, Morais, Kerstetter, & Hou, 
2007; del Bosque & Martín, 2008). Cognitive component of destination image could be 
functional/tangible and psychological/abstract, affective component of it was related to 
emotions and feelings of tourists (del Bosque & Martín, 2008). Kim and Yoon (2003) 
conducted survey among visitors to South Korea to examine how cognitive and affective 
elements contribute to destination image. Affective elements, which were conceptualized 
as exotic atmosphere, relaxation, scenic beauty, good climate and recommendations were 
found to be more influential in building destination image than cognitive elements which 
were conceptualized as personal safety, available good restaurants, suitable 
accommodations, friendly people and unique architecture (Kim & Yoon, 2003). On the 
other hand another study showed that the influence of perceptual/cognitive and affective 
evaluations explained 46% of variation of intention to visit and perceptual/cognitive 
evaluations were found to be more influential (Baloglu, 2000). Pike and Ryan (2004) 
asserted that a destination should focus on both cognitive and affective attributes 
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depending on their target market. According to Lin, Morais, Kerstetter and Hou (2007) 
the affective and cognitive components of destination image differ by the destination.  
Walls, Okumus and Wang (2011) created the framework for the vacation decision 
making process based on the interplay of affect and cognition. In this framework the 
impact of affect as well as cognition on decision making process was emphasized. 
According to authors the influence of cognition and affect were not independent from 
each other. In the framework affective reaction was conceptualized on two dimensions; 
valence (positive/negative) and intensity (low/high) and cognitive reaction was 
conceptualized as the amount of processing of resources. Another proposition that was 
made by the authors that insufficient information to process resources results in decisions 
based on the affective reactions (Walls, Okumus & Wang, 2011). In this case people may 
be involved in impulse buying which is a hedonic driven consumption situation (Miao, 
2011).  
Impulsiveness 
 During the vacation people do not have much time to process all the resources 
and it is most likely to make impulsive decisions. Impulse buying is described as ‘any 
purchase which a shopper makes but has not planned in advance’ (Stern, 1962). A more 
detailed definition of the concept was made by Rook (1987) 
Impulse buying occurs when a consumer experiences sudden, often 
powerful and persistent urge to buy something immediately. The impulse to 
buy is hedonically complex and may stimulate emotional conflict. Also 
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impulse buying is prone to occur with diminished regard for its 
consequences (pp.191).  
Stern (1962) classified impulse buying into four categories; first one is pure 
impulse buying interpreted as the escape purchase from routine, second one is reminder 
impulse buying in which impulse buying behavior is triggered by reminder of a prior 
experience; third one is suggestion impulse buying which is based on the functional 
aspects of product and last one is planned impulse buying which is based on some prior 
expectations.  
The factors influencing impulse buying behavior were found to be positive and 
negative affect (Beatty & Ferrell, 1998), time and money (Stern, 1962; Beatty & Ferrell, 
1998), physical effort and mental effort (Stern, 1962).  Kollat and Willett (1967) 
categorized factors influencing impulse purchase behavior as economic and demographic 
variables, personality variables and general food shopping behavior variables. Beatty and 
Ferrell (1998) investigated impulse buying behavior of shopping mall customers and they 
showed that the impact of positive and negative affect influence impulse buying through 
other factors such as time, money, physical proximity and shopping enjoyment. Positive 
affect increase impulse buying through availability of money and enjoyment. Also, Rook 
(1987) showed that impulse buy creates positive feelings, such as ‘happy’ ‘good’ 
‘satisfied’ ‘light’ ‘wonderful’ and ‘ high’ in respondent. So positive affect could be 
inspected as both precedent and antecedent of impulse buying behavior. On the other 
hand according to Youn and Faber (2000) both positive and negative states trigger the 
impulse buying; impulse purchasing is a way to escape from negative feelings such as 
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stress and anxiety. Despite impulsive buying was associated with mood and emotions, 
there are studies supporting the influence of cognitive elements. But the impact of 
cognitive elements were seen in the purchase of daily products such as milk, as cognitive 
reminders make people to buy these kinds of products when they see it (Rook & Hoch, 
1985). According to Miao (2011) impulse buying creates a negative outcome in the long 
run, as people feel guilt after they base their buying decisions on affective reactions 
depending on the positive or negative consequences of buying decision. However, 
impulse buying is a dynamic affective process and in the long run it creates cognitive and 
affective reactions (Miao, 2011). So in the decision making process even in impulse 
consumption decisions affective and cognitive components are involved together. 
Cognitive component (disconfirmation) has impact on positive and negative emotions 
and indirect effect on satisfaction (del Bosque & Martín, 2008). According to Walls, 
Okumus and Wang (2011) cognitive reactions occur before affective reactions in decision 
making. This proposition was supported by other authors. The indirect impact of 
cognitive image on destination preference through affective image was found in a 
destination decision making study (Lin, Morais, Kerstetter & Hou, 2007). Similarly del 
Bosque and Martín (2008) state that emotions occur as a result of the cognitive 
experience. On the contrary to previous studies Caro and Garcia (2007) showed that the 
emotions were independent of cognitive evaluations of a service. However, it should be 
taken into consideration that these studies were conducted for different consumption 
products and services and the conditions may differ in each of them. 
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Loewenstein and Lerner (2003) state that the role of affect in decision making 
does occur through emotions and the emotions affect this process in two ways; expected 
emotions and immediate emotion. Expected emotions are anticipated feelings towards 
loses and gains, on the other hand immediate emotions are the emotions which has 
impact on the time of decision. So, immediate emotions may cause poor judgments which 
are not good for one’s self interest in the long term (Loewenstein, & Lerner, 2003). The 
negative outcomes of immediate emotions and impulse decisions were pointed out 
(Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003; Miao, 2011). But the risk factor of consuming that product 
is also important for determining the consequences. Dubé, Cervellon and Jingyuan (2003) 
showed that the consumption of chocolate is more impulsive compared to milk, however 
it creates negative feelings such as guilt after the consumption. However, emotional 
elements have stronger influence on satisfaction than cognitive elements (Caro & Garcia, 
2007; del Bosque & Martín, 2008). Impulsiveness in relation to emotions is significant 
factor influencing buyer behavior. Especially in travel environment, tourists would be 
more open to impulse purchases.  
Gender Differences 
The influence of affective and cognitive reactions on the decision making process 
will be different for women and men, as females are more expressive of their feelings and 
they experience wider variety of emotions than men (Brody & Hall, 1993). Furthermore 
women tend to use emotional brain circuits in cognitive tasks than men especially in 
negative emotional processing thus according to the authors females have inefficient 
cognitive inhibition (Gohier et al., 2011). Similarly Derbaix and Pham (1991) measured 
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affective reactions of males and females for different consumption situations and found 
that females tend to have more negative affective reactions than men and in general they 
have a higher range of affective reactions than men, on the other hand men showed 
higher scores in joy and pleasure feelings. The difference between impulse buying 
behaviors between men and women were found in some consumer behavior research 
(Coley & Burgess, 2003; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). Women were found to 
experience more irresistible buy, positive emotions and they tended to report feelings of 
excitement and thrill and impulse buying. On the other hand women exhibited more 
cognitive thinking than men (Coley & Burgess, 2003). Furthermore women tended to buy 
products express emotional appearance and men bought products those were more 
instrumental (Coley & Burgess, 2003; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). Verplanken and 
Herabadi (2001) measured the tendency towards impulse buying in general in two studies 
and found two contradictory results. In the first study women showed higher tendency 
towards impulse buying, however in the second one no difference was found between 
women and men. According to authors it is due to more diverse sample in second study 
(Verplanken & Herabadi, 2001). These were the cases in daily consumption products. 
When we look at the products those consumed less frequently, men show higher impulse 
purchase towards leisure oriented products, while women tend to buy appearance and 
emotional products impulsively (Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). 
Impulse buying behavior diminishes with the increase of the product financial 
value (Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). Since food is less expensive and less risky 
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product, people tend to buy food products impulsively during vacation. But there will be 
other factors influencing food consumption as well as impulsiveness. 
Attitudes towards Food 
Affective factors were found to be influential on the formation of attitudes 
towards food and emotions played more important role in food likes than food dislike and 
also most liked foods were most familiar foods (Letarte, Dubé, & Troche, 1997). The 
impact of unconscious affective reactions on the consumption of unfamiliar beverage was 
found in an experimental study conducted by Winkielman, Berridge and Wilbarger 
(2005). In this experiment people were showed angry versus happy faces before they 
consumed the beverage. The people who were exposed to happy faces tend to consume 
more and have higher willingness to pay for the product (Winkielman, Berridge, & 
Wilbarger, 2005). As tourism is a labor intensive industry, there will be impact of 
individuals within the environment surrounding tourists on their affective reactions in 
consumption process.  
Aikman, Crites and Fabrigar (2006) expanded the factors influencing food 
consumption beyond affective and cognitive factors and built five factor model. These 
five factors mainly based on the informational bases of food attitudes and they are tested 
on five different food products. The five factors influencing food consumption are 
positive affect such as joy, relax, calm, excited; negative affect such as guilt, ashamed, 
disgusted; abstract cognitive qualities such as healthy, lean, nutritious; general sensory 
qualities such as taste, smell, texture and specific sensorial qualities such as sour, salty, 
greasy (Aikman, Crites & Fabrigar, 2006).  According to Žeželj, Milošević, Stojanović 
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and Ognjanov (2012) health benefits are central piece in forming the attitude towards 
functional foods. The impact of benefits of fruit on fruit consumption was mediated by 
affective associations. According to authors this might be due to the affect’s role as an 
automatic signal for degree of utility or risk (Kiviniemi & Duangdao, 2009). 
Phillips, Asperin and Wolfe, (2013) explored the relationship between cognitive 
and affective image of country, knowledge, attitude towards Korean food and intention to 
taste Korean food. Results showed that attitude towards Korean food was influenced 
indirectly by cognitive image and directly by affective image, which had significant 
influence on intention to try Korean food. Further knowledge on Korean food also 
significantly predicted attitude towards Korean food.  
All these research aimed to measure factors influencing specific food 
consumption. On the other hand Renner et al. (2012) explored the factors influencing the 
consumption of general food. The factors influencing eating behavior listed as liking, 
habits, need and hunger, health, convenience, pleasure, traditional eating, natural 
concerns, sociability, price, visual appeal, weight control social norms and social image.  
Food consumption behavior of tourists was investigated by some authors (Björk 
& Kauppinen-Räisänen, 2013; Kim, Eves & Scarles, 2013; Ryu & Han, 2010). Björk and 
Kauppinen-Räisänen (2013) investigated food experience in vacation as a 
multidimensional concept with food dimension, social dimension, place dimension 
(external and service) and time dimension. In this study the importance of intangible 
aspects of eating during vacation were taken into consideration as well as food itself. 
Therefore, the influence of food on destination selection and satisfaction was not only 
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about food itself but the atmosphere. Kim, Eves and Scarles (2013) tested the influence of 
tangible and intangible aspects on motivation to eat local food and how it was different 
among women and men and found while motivational factor for men was ‘cultural 
experience’ for women it was ‘interpersonal relationship’. According to Ryu and Han 
(2010) men were more risk-takers, as while attitude was found to be more influential for 
men to try local cuisine, women’s intention was triggered by past experience. Positive 
impact of consuming local food was emphasized by many authors (Bowen, Cox, & Fox, 
1991; Telfer & Wall, 1996; Torres, 2002; Che, Veeck, & Veeck., 2005), so it is essential 
to understand the factors influencing local food consumption during vacation. 
Local Food Consumption and Tourism 
Hall and Mittchell defined food tourism as ‘Food tourism is visitation to primary 
and secondary food producers, food festivals, restaurants and specific locations for which 
food tasting or experiencing the attributes of specialist food production region are the 
primary motivating factor for travel’ (as cited in Hall & Sharples,2003, p.10).  Every 
tourist is a food tourist according to this definition, however every tourist has to eat 
during their travel. Tourists spend between 20% and 25% of their time in travel for eating 
(Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997). 
According to the research conducted by World Food Travel Association, 13 kinds 
of psychographic profile of culinary tourist based on their food preference were defined. 
Research data was collected from 37 countries, in which 19 of them represent 94.9 of all 
respondents. 11% of respondents are composed of localist who prefers to buy local food 
instead of chains and corporations. Authors argue the effect of media is the reason of this 
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high percentage. Novices, who are beginner tourists formed second large group in the 
population with a percentage of 10.7. Eclectic who incorporates wide variety of 
experience was the third large category with a 9.2%. In the fourth place there was organic 
food tourist (8.9%) who prefers organic and naturally grown food and fifth one was 
authentic food tourist (8.8%) who prefers real food made by real people. 8.8 % was 
composed of gourmet food tourists who search for exclusive experience (World Food 
Travel Association, 2010). According to this research everybody is food tourist in 
different levels. The previous studies show that food and wine tourists were generally 
male, highly educated and had high income (Mitchell & Hall, 2003; Croce & Perri, 
2010). However, this stereotype was broken with the emergence of new typologies of 
food and wine tourists. Tourist segmentation was not only based demographic 
information but also geographic and psychographic indicators, such as lifestyle and 
attitudes. For example, while experiential, existential and experimental tourists prioritize 
the authenticity of food over enjoyment, for recreational tourists their enjoyment is more 
important (Mitchell & Hall, 2003). Furthermore, tourists no longer want to be passive in 
their trips. According to Lovelock (2004), tourists are becoming more creative than 
consumption based. Consumption of food is an interactive process in tourism experience 
and it has a power to create ties and build a sense of belongingness. Because of this, 
experiential view to food tourism gains importance. According to Cohen and Avieli 
(2004) the food factor in tourism could be an impediment for tourists as well as an 
attraction. Because of the hygiene factors, even adventurous, allocentric tourists may 
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reluctant to try new food in different countries they are totally stranger (Cohen & Avieli, 
2004).  
Local Food Production and Tourism 
The relationship between local food production and tourism is a common area of 
research in food tourism literature and it gained more attention in recent years, especially 
from scholars from different tourism destinations around the world, such as Mexico 
(Torres, 2002), Michigan (Che, Veeck & Veeck, 2005) and Australia (Knowd, 2006).The 
first time it was discussed was in a conference held in Jamaica, in 1974, the impact on 
tourism development on agricultural activities, migration and land use was tested 
(Brown, 1974). Belisle (1983) showed that food import that was triggered by tourism 
development had a negative impact on local economy in Jamaica through leakages. In her 
research this impact was measured by inspecting hotel food purchases, as direct influence 
of tourists on food import was not taken into consideration. The impact of tourism on 
agriculture was research subject in Europe and idea of collaboration between two 
industries was an area of discussion (Dernoi, 1983). After 1990s the research became 
more applicable compared to previous descriptive research. Bowen, Cox and Fox (1991) 
proposed a model depicting the relationships between agriculture and tourism based on 
the descriptive data for Hawaii. Their argument was based on the positive effects of the 
linkages of tourism and agricultural sector. Telfer and Wall (1996) have reviewed 
literature about the local food use in tourism establishments and proposed to form 
backward linkages between tourism and agricultural sector. The application of this 
practice was pictured with the case of Indonesia, where local farmers and chain hotels 
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built professional relationship. On the other hand, Telfer and Wall (2000) pointed out the 
difficulties experienced by large scale chain hotels in buying local food, as small 
producers are not able to meet the demand. Unlike previous research (Telfer and Wall, 
2000) which was based on the hotel purchase behavior, Torres (2002) investigated tourist 
food consumption behavior and argued that trends among tourists will determine hotel 
purchase behavior. According to Torres (2002), tourist preferences are not obstacles for 
backward linkages, on the contrary tourists would trigger it, if local food was marketed in 
a successful way.  
Knowd (2006) inspected linkages between tourism and agriculture in a 
sustainable development framework. He proposed a theoretical model in which 
sustainable agriculture, sustainable tourism and sustainable development were dependent 
on each other. Furthermore, Reynolds (1993) created a link between sustainability and 
preservation of local food and presentation of it to the tourists, by examining the case of 
Bali. On the other hand, according to Che, Veeck and Veeck, (2005) creating links 
between small farms would increase the benefits of tourism for the area. Barbieri and 
Mshenga (2008) supported this opinion, as they argued that farms which has been in the 
sector for a longer time have more chance to survive than others. Forward and backward 
linkage analyses of tourism has added value to economic impact studies in terms of 
methodology (Cai, Leung, & Mak, 2006). However there were difficulties in estimating 
net profit farms get from tourism (Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Cai, Leung, & Mak, 2006).  
Common limitation for studies focusing on agriculture and tourism was lack of 
information on direct purchase of tourists. 
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The concept of sustainability was adapted to food tourism in many studies. In 
most of these studies sustainable food tourism was related to authenticity of local food 
(Reynolds, Cooper, & Lockwood, 1994; Cohen & Avieli, 2004; Molz, 2004; Sims, 
2009), economic benefit of local people (Che, Veeck, & Veeck., 2005), agricultural 
development (Knowd, 2006) and regional identity (Everett & Aitchison, 2008).  
The use of local food as a tool for attracting tourists was studied in a framework 
of sustainable tourism development. Du Rand, Heath and Alberts, (2003) evaluated the 
use of local food in destination marketing of South Africa and described challenges for 
Destination Marketing Organizations to apply such a marketing strategy. Study also 
offered some guidelines for DMOs, about how to market local food successfully. These 
guidelines were created for South African tourism, but they could be applicable to similar 
destinations. In other research, DuRand and Heath (2006) proposed a framework to 
develop food tourism in a destination. The framework consists of three steps (situational 
analyses, strategic evaluation of food tourism potential and key marketing management 
tasks) which were meant to be applied in national, provincial and local level.  
Marketing of Local Food 
Besides aiding the tourism industry in terms of supply, local food has been 
studied as a marketing tool. Marris (1986) conducted cross-cultural research in Britain, 
Switzerland and Germany to assess the importance of food in decision making of travel 
destinations, but no significant importance has been found. However, in more recent 
studies the situation was different. Remmington and Yuksel, (1998) investigated the 
relationship between food service experience, satisfaction and intention to return. 
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Consumer behavior perspective was adopted in this study and implications were useful 
for destination marketers. The results showed that satisfaction from food services had 
significant impact on the satisfaction and intention to return. To increase tourist 
satisfaction some authors even invited local restaurants to increase their knowledge about 
the culture of tourists, to give better service (Sánchez-Cañizares & López-Guzmán, 
2012). But, the importance of objective authenticity of the ethnic food in marketing was 
still emphasized by some scholars (Chhabra, Lee, Zhao, & Scott, 2013). To balance 
customer satisfaction and use local food items in menus is not always easy for local 
restaurants. As they have smaller capital compared to large scale operations such as 
chains, they cannot put all their eggs in one basket. Presenza and Del Chiappa (2013) 
interviewed restaurant owners in Italy to find out these barriers and the strategies to 
incorporate local food to tourism. Results showed that despite restaurant managers’ belief 
in the important role of local food in attracting tourists, the main barriers such as 
‘communicating with customers because they are poorly informed’, ‘the investment 
required to publicize this initiative are limited’, ‘costs in studying and preparing typical 
dishes’ and ‘existing competition’ made it difficult to integrate local food in tourism 
industry. Authors and stakeholders’ suggestion to overcome this barrier was a ‘collective 
social capital’ which will allow them for macro marketing opportunities. 
Motivations to Eat Local 
To increase satisfaction of tourists it was essential to understand their motivations 
to eat local food. Mak, Lumbers, Eves and Chang (2012) proposed a model with five 
socio-cultural and psychological factors affecting food consumption; cultural/religious 
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influences, socio-demographic factors, food-related personality traits, exposure 
effect/past experience, and motivational factors. Kim, Eves and Scarles (2013) listed 
factors influencing local food consumption as motivational, demographic and food-
related personality traits. Motivational factors were cultural experience, excitement, 
interpersonal relationships, sensory appeal and health concern. Age and gender in terms 
of demographic factors and food neophobia and food involvement in terms of food-
related traits were found to be influential on consumption of local food (Kim, Eves, & 
Scarles, 2013). Kim, Goh and Yuan (2010) investigated push and pull factors to find 
motivations of tourists for food consumption; push factors were found to be knowledge 
and learning, fun and new experience and relaxation with family, pull factors were area 
quality and value, quality of event and food variety. Quan and Wang (2004) stated that 
memorability which could be created by interaction with others through food is important 
as well as motivation to taste a specific food in tourist food consumption experience. Ryu 
and Jang (2006) applied the modified theory of reasoned action to food tourist behavior. 
Results showed that subjective norm was not a significant predictor of behavioral 
intention to try local cuisine, on the other hand attitude was. According to Quan and 
Wang (2004) another factor leading to consume local food is ‘novelty seeking’ behavior 
which referred to trying a food that has not been eaten before. The novelty tourists 
looking for consist of two parts, first ingredients of food and second the way the food was 
delivered. If both of these conditions were met, food will became a peak experience for 
the tourist (Quan & Wang, 2004). Thus both cognitive and affective elements were 
essential to create this experience.  
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This study was conducted in two coastal destinations in South Carolina, where the 
local product was mainly seafood. In 2010 South East Region created 17.2 billion of the 
U.S. ocean economy’s GDP and 85% of the jobs, 71% of the wages and 70.7 % of the 
GDP was created by tourism and recreation in this region (NOAA, 2012). In 2012 the 
percentage of ocean related jobs in Charleston County 12.4% which increased 30% since 
2005 (NOAA, 2013c) and 17.4 % in Beaufort County which has decreased 1% since 
2005 (NOAA, 2013b). In both these counties have high tourism revenues, so 
strengthening the relationship between aquaculture and tourism industries will create a 
positive impact on economy. Since the primary food target of this study was seafood, the 
previous research on the factors influence seafood consumption, its relation to 
demographic variables and perception towards aquaculture was reviewed. 
Seafood Consumption and Tourism 
The factors influencing seafood consumption behavior were found to be price, 
distance (Leek, Maddock, & Foxall; Bose & Brown, 2000; Siddique, 2012) season, taste 
and quality, age, size of household (Bose & Brown, 2000), versatility, appropriateness, 
negative attributes (Leek, Maddock, & Foxall, 2000; Olsen, 2001; Siddique, 2012) 
familiarity with seafood (Wessells, Kline, & Anderson, 1996), smell and fish bones, 
social norms; wants/ expectations, resistance/pressure, family obligation, involvement; 
enduring relevance, importance (Olsen, 2001), attitude (Olsen,2001; Thorsdottir et al., 
2012), healthiness (Thorsdottir et al., 2012; Siddique, 2012) social norm, risk (Siddique, 
2012), fish consumption in childhood, sensory beliefs, social pressure, fish preparation 
and cooking skills (Thorsdottir et al.,2012).  
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 Bose and Brown (2000) conducted a comparative study to understand the 
differences in inland and coastal regions of Victoria in terms of seafood consumption. 
Results showed that for the inland regions the factors influencing seafood consumption 
were price, distance, season, taste and quality and for the coastal regions were age, 
quality, number of people employed and size of households. According to the authors 
quality of seafood was associated with freshness, so the people living in inland regions 
were reluctant to eat seafood at home. Another reason for the seafood consumption at 
home was the price and household income (Bose & Brown, 2000). Leek, Maddock and 
Foxall (2000) investigated the determinants of fish consumption by applying a behavioral 
perspective model and identified five factors; versatility which corresponds to positive 
utility attributes, appropriateness which is rewards/integrative criteria and branding, 
negative which is negative attributes of the product, economic which is cost/price and 
availability which corresponds to setting and accessibility. Olsen (2001) applied theory of 
reasoned action to seafood consumption behavior of Norwegian households. Results 
showed that moral obligation and negative feelings were more important determinants 
than general attitudes and social norms in involvement in seafood as a family meal. 
According to the author there is a need for future research testing the relationship 
between involvement which was conceptualized as importance and relevance, and 
behavior (Olsen, 2001). 
On the other hand Thorsdottir et al. (2012) showed that attitude, social pressure 
and sensory beliefs were major factors influencing fish consumption among young adults, 
while the impact health involvement was minimal. The impact of attitude, social norms 
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and perceived risk on fish consumption was also supported other studies (Siddique, 
2012). These studies show that fish has been perceived as a family meal (Thorsdottir et 
al., 2012; Siddique, 2012). However, this was the situation of the daily life. There would 
be totally different factors leading to seafood consumption during vacation. 
Fish consumption differ among different demographic groups. Women stated they 
eat more fish, they had higher tendency to eat at restaurant and they scored higher in the 
perception of ‘fish is healthy’ than men (Verbeke et al., 2005). On the other hand women 
had higher concern about negative impacts of aquaculture compared to men (Mazur & 
Curtis, 2008). Women believed that noncommercial fish obtained from shore were not 
safe, which was contrary to men (Burger, 1998). In terms of age differences, fish 
consumption was more common among older people, as their belief on the health benefits 
of fish was stronger (Verbeke et al., 2005; Myrland, Trondsen, Johnston, & Lund, 2000). 
Tourist and community perceptions towards aquaculture was investigated in 
several studies in different parts of the world. The negative impacts of aquaculture was 
found to be ‘habitat loss/modification, excessive harvesting of wild seed/spawners and 
damage to bycatch, introductions of exotic species, escapes of cultured animals, spread of 
diseases, interactions with wild populations, misuse of chemicals and antibiotics, release 
of wastes, and dependence on wild fisheries (Primavera, 2006). Mazur and Curtis (2008) 
investigated the attitudes to natural resource management, perceptions of and attitudes to 
aquaculture and risk perceptions and communications by interviewing stakeholders and 
conducting survey to public. The positive socioeconomic impact of aquaculture industry 
was identified by the respondents, on the other hand they were concerned about negative 
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environmental impact of aqua culture. Perceptions of aquaculture depends on the size and 
structure of the operation, economic diversity and population density (Mazur & Curtis, 
2008).  In Scotland, commercial fishing, yacht, marinas, angling and fish farming created 
an overall positive image in terms of their contributions to tourism, however fish farming 
received the most negative rank among other activities. One third of the respondents 
believed that fish farming had negative impacts on coastline in terms of scenery and 
natural environment and one third of the respondents stated they did not want to see fish 
farming operations increase (Nimmo, Cappell, Huntington, & Grant, 2011).On the other 
hand Bacher, Gordoa and Mikkelsen (2014) observed relatively positive attitude towards 
aquaculture by interviewing NGOs, local fisher-men, fish farming industry, scientists and 
regional administration on aquaculture in Catalonia. While they were aware of the 
negative environmental impacts, they believe it could be solved through legislation. 
According Whitmarsh and Palmieri (2011) there is an emergence of ‘green’ values 
among customers, as negative opinions about fish farming such as being ‘unsustainable’ 
lead to a decrease in farm raised salmon purchasing behavior. Customer confidence is an 
important concept to sustain the aquaculture industry, as negative perception towards 
aquaculture will force aquaculture producers to be more environmentally cautious and 
lead them to produce an organically farmed product (Young, Brugere, & Muir, 1999). 
Dachary-Bernard and Rivaud, (2013) assessed the tourist preference of land use 
for oyster farming and they defined three segments of tourist; first of which were ‘change 
adverse’ who support artisanal activity in the region despite its negative environmental 
consequences. The second group were ‘risk driven’ who does not support oyster farming 
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because of negative environmental impact and last group are in the middle. In Greek 
Islands tourists had more positive attitude towards aquaculture than residents. On the 
other hand residents who were employed in aquaculture industry show positive attitude as 
well (Katranidis, Nitsi, &Vakrou, 2003) 
The negative image of aquacultured products might be because of the negative 
perception of quality of this products. Fish caught in salt water was perceived to be safer 
than fish caught in fresh water (Burger, 1998). Many authors agreed that there was a lack 
of knowledge on aquaculture activities and its sustainability among customers (Bacher, 
Gordoa, & Mikkelsen, 2014; Feucht & Zander, 2015). Assessing the quality of seafood 
was difficult for consumers without the necessary information, thus seafood labelling was 
important to give information about nutritional value, additives, irradiation and 
preservatives (Anderson & Anderson, 1991). Uncertain customers which formed one 
third of the fish customers, usually put trust in fish quality labels (Verbeke, Vermeir, & 
Brunsø, 2007). Verbeke et al. (2005) found gap between consumer knowledge about 
benefits and safety risks of seafood and scientific proof. Furthermore, Burger (1998) 
indicates that people have lack of knowledge on which seafood is safest to eat. 
The use of improved techniques to reduce environmental damage should be 
communicated to customers in order to receive their trust (Young, Brugere, & Muir, 
1999). Research showed that tourists visiting New Hampshire coastal areas were 
interested in educational programs including information on fisheries (Hafner, Robertson, 
& Carlsen, 2003). Furthermore according to Katranidis, Nitsi and Vakrou, (2003) not 
only visitors but also local people had to be informed on aquaculture activities and its 
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environmental impact to prevent the negative attitude towards aquaculture. According to 
previous research support for restoration of Pacific fisheries was higher among people 
who had knowledge on ocean related issues (Steel, Lovrich, Lach, & Fomenko, 2005). 
The knowledge on seafood production and aquacultured seafood product could be 
conveyed to people through tourism activities. In this way both aquaculture and tourism 
will create positive economic impact to the region. Besides if negative perception 
towards aquaculture was diminished, people would be more willing to eat locally grown 
seafood. First of all it is important to understand the reasons why or why not tourists 
prefer local seafood in the region. Based on this information tourism activities could be 
created to support local seafood consumption.  
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework of this study was based on the theory of reasoned 
action (Figure 2.1). According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) attitude towards an object 
does not influence intention, rather attitude toward behavior have influence. Importance 
of eating seafood during vacation was added to the model. As a result the aim of the 
model was to test the relationship between cognitive and affective attitude towards local 
seafood, impulsiveness and purchase intention of tourists  The model proposes a direct 
impact of cognitive and affective attitude on the importance of eating local seafood, and 
indirect impact on purchase intention through importance. Also, there is moderating 
impact of impulsiveness on the relationship between affective attitude and local seafood 
purchase intention. The model proposes that the impact of cognitive and affective attitude 
on importance differ between aquacultured and wildcaught seafood. Age and gender were 
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added to the model to test the direct influence on the other variables and moderating 
impact on the relationships. Figure 2.2 demonstrates the conceptual framework for this 
study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.1 The Theory of Reasoned Action (adapted from Fishbein and Ajzen, 
1975) 
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Note: Dashed lines indicate moderating relationships  
Figure 2.2 The Conceptual Framework
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS 
This chapter discusses the methods used to conduct this study. It begins with the 
research questions and hypotheses in the first section, followed by the geographic, 
demographic and economic information on the research sites in the second. The third 
section provides information on the study population, the sample size and sampling 
frame, and the data collection. In the next section, the survey instrument and the 
construction of the survey questions are described, and the final section justifies the use 
of Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) as the data analysis technique for this study, 
including how it has been applied in various different disciplines.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The five research questions that focus this study and their corresponding 
hypotheses are listed below:  
1.   How do the intention to purchase local oysters and the factors influencing it 
differ between men and women travelling together while on vacation?   
H1a: Women and men differ in positive cognitive attitude toward oysters. 
H1b: Women and men differ in negative cognitive attitude toward oysters. 
H1c: Women and men differ in positive affective attitude toward oysters. 
H1d: Women and men differ in negative affective attitude toward oysters. 
H1e: Women and men differ in positive importance of local oysters. 
H1f: Women and men differ in negative importance of local oysters. 
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H1g: Women and men differ in impulsiveness on vacation. 
H1h: Women and men differ in intention to purchase local oysters. 
H1i: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by gender.  
H1j: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
H1k: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
H1l: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
2.  How do cognitive and affective attitudes influence the importance of eating 
local oysters during a vacation? 
H2a: There is a positive relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward 
oysters and positive importance of local oysters. 
H2b: There is a positive relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward 
oysters and negative importance of local oysters. 
H2c: There is a positive relationship between positive affective attitude toward 
oysters and positive importance of local oysters. 
H2d: There is a positive relationship between negative affective attitude toward 
oysters and negative importance of local oysters. 
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H2e: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by impulsiveness. 
H2f: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by impulsiveness. 
3.  How does the importance of eating local oysters influence the intention to 
purchase local oysters? 
H3a: There is a positive relationship between positive importance of local oysters 
and the intention to purchase local oysters. 
H3b: There is a negative relationship between negative importance of local 
oysters and the intention to purchase local oysters. 
4.  What is the role of the source of food in relation to the importance of eating 
local oysters? 
H4a: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4b: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4c: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4d: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4e: The relationship between positive importance of local oysters and intention 
to purchase local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
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H4f: The relationship between negative importance of local oysters and intention 
to purchase local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
5.  How do local oyster consumption intention and factors influencing it differ     
between individuals and couples of different ages? 
H5a: Age has a positive influence on the positive importance of local oysters. 
H5b: Age has a negative influence on the negative importance of local oysters.  
H5c: Age has a positive influence on the intention to purchase local oysters.  
H5d: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5e: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5f: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5g: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
All hypotheses were tested for aquacultured and wildcaught oysters, with H1 
being measured only at the individual level and H2 through H5 at both the individual and 
the couple level. 
Research Sites 
This research was conducted in the coastal regions of South Carolina. According 
to the NOAA (2012) report on U.S. Ocean and Great Lakes Economy, Marine 
Transportation and Tourism and Recreation were the top two economic sectors in South 
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Carolina in 2009 based on the GDP. Ocean-dependent businesses supported 61,727, or 
3.5%, of the jobs in the state and produced $2.7 billion (1.7%) of the South Carolina’s 
GDP that year. The tourism and recreation sector plays an important role in the South 
Carolina ocean economy, employing 89.9 % of the ocean workers and producing 82.1% 
of South Carolina’s ocean economy (NOAA, 2012). Charleston and Beaufort counties are 
important in both the aquaculture and tourism sectors, and for this reasons were chosen as 
the sites for this research.   
Charleston 
Charleston, the oldest and second-largest city in the state and the county seat 
of Charleston County, is the principal city in the Charleston–North Charleston–
Summerville Metropolitan Statistical Area. Lying just south of the geographical midpoint 
of South Carolina's coastline, it  is located on Charleston Harbor, an inlet of the Atlantic 
Ocean formed by the confluence of the Ashley and Cooper rivers (Charleston CVB, 
2013).  A map of this area can be seen in Figure 3.1 below.  
Demographics 
The estimated population of Charleston in 2012 was 365,162, composed of 67.1 
% White, 29.4% African American, 5.3 % Hispanic, 1.5 % Asian and 1.4 % other. In 
2011 there were 170,207 households, with the median household income between 2007 
and 2011 being $50,133.  The per capita income was $29,738, meaning that 16% of the 
population was below the poverty level in this period (US census, 2012). 
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Economic Situation 
In Charleston County, 11.8% of the jobs are ocean-related, with 86% of these in 
recreation and tourism in 2010 (NOAA, 2013c).  More specifically in Charleston itself in 
2012, 34% of the total number of jobs were leisure and hospitality related and the 
unemployment rate in the county will decrease from 6.2% to 5.9% in 2014 (Charleston 
Metro Chamber of Commerce, 2013). Since 2005 tourism and recreation related jobs has 
increased about 23% and marine construction jobs has increased 16% (NOAA, 2013c).  
However, during the same time period, it has experienced a loss of 13% in ship and boat 
construction, 28% in living resources, and 23% in marine transportation.  In Charleston 
the economic impact of visitors is estimated to be more $3.22 billion annually, with these 
tourists spending an average of $194 per person per day:  $94 for accommodations, $51 
for dining and food, $31 for local transportation, $22 for tours and attractions, $3 on 
shopping and $17 for other expenses.   
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Figure 3.1 Charleston County Map (Retrieved from sciway.net, April 2015) 
Beaufort 
Founded in 1711, Beaufort, which is located approximately 50 miles north of 
Savannah, Georgia, and about 75 miles south of Charleston, South Carolina, is the second 
oldest town in the state (City of Beaufort, 2013). In 1874 the town of Port Royal,  one of 
the large sea islands along the Southeast Atlantic coast of the United States (Jepson et al., 
2005),  was incorporated. Beaufort’s economy depended on agriculture, commercial 
fishing and lumbering during the first part of the 20th century.  In addition, shrimping, 
fishing and crabbing have all been of major economic importance to the area since the 
town was founded. Selected the Happiest Seaside Town in 2013 by Coastal Seaside 
Magazine, Beaufort is the home to several festivals.  Every October, the Shrimpers’ 
Association and Main Street Beaufort hold a shrimp festival which includes competitions, 
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races and live entertainment. In addition, a Gullah Festival is held each year during May 
(City of Beaufort, 2013). A map of this area can be seen in Figure 3.2 below.    
Demographics 
The population of the county was 162,233 in 2010 with an estimation for 2011 of 
164,419 and 168,049 for 2012 (U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 2012).  
According to 2010 demographic profile data, 38% of the population is under 30, 16.5%  
between 30 and 45, 25.1 % between 45 and 65, and 20.4 % over 65 years old, with the 
median age being 40.6 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). According to the 2010 census, 71.9% 
of population is White, 19.3  African American, 12.1 %  Hispanic or Latino, 0.3 %  
Native American or Alaska Native and 1.2 % Asian (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010) 
Economic Situation 
Ocean-related businesses accounted for17.3% of the total jobs in Beaufort County 
in 2010, nearly all related to tourism and recreation, with 0.2% being in the living 
resources area. Since 2005 the area has seen a decrease of 4% in ocean jobs as well as a 
decrease in tourism and recreation jobs of approximately 4% and 101% in living 
resources (NOAA, 2013b).  Statistical data from 2003 indicate that the state issued 156 
permits for commercial fishing vessels in the Beaufort area (Jepson et al., 2005).  This 
area also sees the highest tourism wages because of the large number of people employed 
by this industry (NOAA, 2013b). Tourism generates over one billion dollars annually in 
Beaufort County (SCPRT, 2012; SCPRT, 2014). 
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Figure 3.2 Beaufort County Map (Retrieved from sciway.net, April 2015) 
Study Method 
This study implemented a survey to obtain quantitative data, which were 
subsequently analyzed using SPSS 21 and EQS 6.2 with advanced Confirmatory Factor 
Analyses (CFA) and multiple regression techniques. According to Babbie (2010) survey 
research is useful for describing the characteristics of a large population and making large 
samples feasible in addition to being flexible and providing  a strong measurement of the 
variables.  
Study Population 
Since Hierarchical Linear Modelling was applied in this study, the unit of analysis 
was couples. The study participants were mixed gender couples visiting the cities of 
Charleston and Beaufort during the first three weekends of October 2014. The number of 
total domestic visitors to South Carolina in 2012 was approximately 29.5 million 
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(SCPRT, 2013b), the number of Canadian visitors 946,700 and the number of overseas 
visitors 75,576 (SCRPT, 2013a), meaning South Carolina welcomed in total 30,522,276 
tourists. Specific to this study, Charleston County represented 17.1 % and Beaufort 
County 9.8 % of the state’s total tourism expenditure (SCPRT, 2012), with the number of 
tourists visiting Charleston totaling 5,219,309 and Beaufort approximately 2,998,183. 
Based on these statistics, the total population of this study was approximately 8,217,492. 
Since there is no information about what percentage of visitors were families or couples, 
the actual study population could not be calculated. 
Sample Size and Sampling Frame 
In determining sample size for HLM studies, the rule of thumb is 20 cases with 30 
observations (Bickel, 2012). However, according to Maas and Hox (2005) in a two-level 
model at least 50 level two observations are needed to assure that standard error estimates 
for fixed components are unbiased. While according to Kenny, Kashy and Cook (2006) a 
power level of .80 with .20 alpha requires at least 25 dyads, most studies conducting 
HLM on dyads have a larger sample size. For example,  Atkins et al. (2005) conducted an 
HLM study investigating fidelity using 134 couples, and a  study focusing on couples’ 
influence on children’s school activity was conducted using 58 couples (Barnett, Gareis, 
& Brennan, 2010). In addition, Bower et al. (2013) investigated the relationship 
satisfaction of couples’ child birth experience and the changes involved during different 
periods of this process among 99 couples, while Diamond, Hicks and Otter-Henderson 
(2011) used HLM to measure interaction among 68 couples. The number of couples in 
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other studies using HLM ranges from 47 to 216 (Ditzen et al., 2013; Hoppmann & 
Blanchard-Fields, 2011; Lyons et al., 2013).  
In the study reported here, the sample size was 180 cases with two observations, 
in total 390 individuals. Stratified sampling was used here for the same reason that is it 
usually used: to ensure that appropriate numbers of elements are drawn from 
homogenous subsets of them (Babbie, 2010).  This design has two advantages:  one, it 
provides a greater degree of representativeness by decreasing the probable sampling 
error, meaning it is more efficient than simple random sampling, and second it ensures 
various groups will be included (Rea & Parker, 2005). In this study the population is 
categorized by the county visited. To ensure appropriate representation from each county, 
the proportion of tourism expenditure for each was used. Charleston represents 17.1% 
and Beaufort County 9.8% of state total tourism expenditure which means 63% of the 
total expenditure for Beaufort and Charleston County comes from Charleston and 37% 
comes from Beaufort. The number of data collected each county was foreseen based on 
this numbers. As a result 61% of 180 cases, or 110, were collected from Charleston 
County and 39%, or 70, were collected in Beaufort County. 
Data Collection 
Prior to main data collection a pilot study was conducted in Clemson, in April 
2014. Invitation e-mails were sent to employees working at Clemson University. A 
screening survey was conducted to select couples. To be included in this study, couples 
had to have visited Charleston or Beaufort together at least once in the last two years.  Of 
the 54 couples who applied for the interview, 12 were selected. Each couple completed 
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the questionnaire and asked to give feedback about the clarity of questions. Gift cards in 
the amount of $50 were given to each couple after completing the questionnaire.  
October was determined to be the best time to collect the main data because of the 
many festivals and oyster roasts in the area during fall at the beginning of the oyster 
season.  During the first weekend of October 2014 (October 3rd - 5th) couples were 
approached in downtown  Beaufort and at Coligny Beach, Hilton Head Island, while 
during the second  (October 10th – 12th) and third ( October 17th – 19th) weekends of 
2014, couples were approached at Water Front Park in Charleston. These areas were 
chosen as they are places where couples frequently sit and rest, meaning they are open to 
completing a questionnaire. To participate in the study, the couples had to be over 18, had 
to be traveling with a romantic partner (husband/wife, fiancé, or boyfriend/girlfriend) and 
had to eat oysters. Since one of the purposes of study was to examine difference in 
gender, same sex couples were not included.  
The couples were asked to complete the questionnaire separately and to return it 
immediately to the researchers. Dillman, Dolsen and Machlis has found a response rate of 
75% compared to 38% using a traditional method in which respondents were asked to 
complete the questionnaire and return it later (as cited in Dillman, 2007, p. 243). 
According to Babie (2010), the response rate for interview surveys has decreased in 
recent years to 70%. However, it is still higher than mail and web surveys.  
In total 425 couples were approached for this study, with 107 of them indicating 
that they did  not eat oysters, 35 stating that they were locals and 95 of them indicating 
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that they did not want to complete the questionnaire. As a result the response rate was 
66.4%.  
Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument began with several screening questions including if the 
participants ate oysters, if they were travelling with their romantic partner, and how many 
and the ages of any children travelling with them (See App E). It was then broken into 
seven sections: the first section was composed of questions on cognitive attitudes toward 
oysters; the second, of questions measuring affective attitude toward oysters; the third,  
questions measuring impulsiveness during vacation; the fourth, of questions on the 
importance of eating local oysters for tourists during a vacation; the fifth, of questions  
measuring the intention to purchase local oysters; the sixth, of questions on seafood 
eating habits in daily life and the last section involved demographic questions asking the 
participants’ age, gender, occupation, education level, marital status, children’s age group 
and individual income. The reason for asking individual rather than household income 
was that there might be couples among the respondents who are not living together. 
Cognitive and Affective Attitudes 
To measure cognitive and affective attitudes, this study adopted three scales 
developed through previous studies, the first being the one designed by Crites, Fabrigar 
and Petty (1994). These researchers measured affective and cognitive attitudes toward six 
targets--snakes, literature, math, capital punishment, birth control and church. The 
reliability of this scale was found to be .93 for affective associations and .94 for cognitive 
attitude.  (Crites, Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994). This scale has been used  by many researches 
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for different types of products, with the reliability of the affective being found to range 
from  .79 to .91, and the cognitive constructs  from .75 to .87 (Carrera et al., 2014; 
Clarkson, Tormala, & Rucker, 2011; See, Petty & Fabrigar, 2008). Extending this 
research, Cantin and Dube (1999) developed a scale for affective and cognitive attitudes 
toward beverages, the results showing a reliability of .87 for affective attitude and .77 for 
cognitive attitude.  Several items from this scale, specifically tasty and nutritious, were 
added to the Crites et al. scale for the purposes of this study.  More recently, Aikman, 
Crites and Fabrigar (2006) developed a scale for various food targets; this research 
adopted the items satisfied and nauseated from this scale. 
Charleston and Beaufort CVB webpages were subsequently searched to determine 
a target local food for this research. Oysters and clams were chosen as the seafood targets 
and grits as the non-seafood target for the pilot study. There are two sources of seafood in 
Charleston and Beaufort coastal areas, wildcaught and aquacultured, meaning in total five 
food targets were used here: aquacultured oysters, wildcaught oysters, aquacultured 
clams, wildcaught clams and grits. Each section of the survey was repeated for each of 
these five targets.  
To measure cognitive attitude the statement “‘I think eating WILDCAUGHT 
OYSTERS is …” was followed by  these  16 items: a wise choice, a foolish choice, good 
for health, bad for  health, beneficial, harmful, safe, unsafe, valuable, worthless, 
expensive, inexpensive, tasty, not tasty, nutritious, and not nutritious. Respondents were 
asked to rate each food item for each construct from 1 (not at all) to 7 (definitely). The 
results of pilot study showed that items good for health, safe, tasty, nutritious, harmful, 
71 
 
unsafe, not tasty and not nutritious had  reasonable means and standard deviations, 
defined for the former as being close to the midpoint of 4 and for the standard deviation 
as being close to 2. Items with very low or very high standard deviations were eliminated. 
In addition, to shorten the questionnaire, only one item was selected from such similar 
items as good for health and beneficial.  
To measure affective attitude, the statement “Eating WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS 
makes me feel…” was followed by these 14 items: delighted, sad, happy, annoyed, calm, 
tense, excited, bored, relaxed, angry, joy, sorrowful, satisfied and nauseated. Using the 
same criteria for the means and the standard deviations from the cognitive attitude,   
seven items,  delighted, happy, exited, satisfied, annoyed, bored and tense, were selected, 
and the item sick was added from the scale developed by Aikman, Crites and Fabrigar 
(2006). 
The results from the pilot study showed that oysters exhibited the most accurate 
results compared to other food targets, and since this dissertation is conducted as part of a 
larger project examining public perceptions of  aquaculture, this food better served the  
its goal as both aquacultured and wild caught oysters  are found in the area. Descriptive 
statistics for the pilot study items can be found in Appendix B. 
Impulsiveness 
The scale developed by Rook and Fisher (1995) was used to measure 
impulsiveness.  A one-dimensional, nine-item scale, its reliability has been found to be 
.88 (Rook & Fisher, 1995). This scale has been used in various other studies, with results 
showing a high reliability ranging from .79 to .91 (Youn & Faber, 2000; Kacen & Lee, 
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2002, Chih, Wu, & Li, 2012; Roberts & Manolis, 2012; Sharma, Sivakumaran, & 
Marshall, 2013).  In addition, the internal consistency of the scale has been supported by 
many researchers through Confirmatory Factor Analysis, the resulting CFIs ranging from 
.90 to .96 (Rook & Fisher 1995; Chih, Wu, & Li, 2012; Roberts & Manolis, 2012; 
Sharma, Sivakumaran, & Marshall, 2013).  
Some studies have used an answer range from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly 
disagree) (Youn & Faber, 2000; Kacen & Lee, 2002; Sharma, Sivakumaran, & Marshall, 
2013), while others have used from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) (Chih, Wu, 
& Li, 2012; Roberts & Manolis, 2012). This study used the latter approach, with the 
responses to the scale items ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).  
Based on the pilot study, the scale was not modified; however, the statement “When I am 
on vacation” was added to the top of the questions as the level of impulsiveness may be 
different during a vacation.  In addition, the reverse coded question was eliminated from 
the survey. The eight items used here are listed below:   
1. I often buy things spontaneously. 
2. “Just do it” describes the way I buy things. 
3. I often buy things without thinking. 
4. “I see it, I buy it” describes me. 
5. “Buy now, think about it later” describes me. 
6. Sometimes, I feel like buying things on the spur-of- the-moment. 
7. I buy things according to how I feel at the moment. 
8. Sometimes I am a bit reckless about what I buy. 
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Importance of Local Food 
To measure the importance of local food for the tourists, several items from the 
personal involvement scale developed by Zaichkowsky (1994) were modified for the 
purposes of this study. This more recent  scale is a revised version of the previous 21-
item one that the researcher tested using the six targets of an  ice cream ad, a lean 
machine ad, a Pepsi cola ad, ice cream, exercise equipment and soft drinks 
(Zaichkowsky, 1985). The reliability of the scale ranged from .91 to .96 (Zaichkowsky, 
1985).  More recently, Bigné, Ruiz and Sanz (2007) eliminated convenient and useful to 
give them as better fit for measuring attitude towards M-commerce. The reliability of this 
scale has been found to range from .70 to .96 (Warrington & Shim, 2000; Spielmann & 
Richard, 2013; Kim, 2008; Wang, Chen, & Tsai, 2012; Bigné, Ruiz, & Sanz, 2007).  
Specific to the pilot study, respondents were asked to rate the foods based on their 
last trip to the South Carolina Coast using the attributes of unimportant/important, 
boring/interesting, irrelevant/relevant, unexciting/exciting, means nothing/means a lot, 
unappealing/appealing, mundane/fascinating, valuable/worthless, uninvolving/involving 
and needed/not needed. A semantic differential scale was used, with answers ranging 
from -3 to +3. 
In order to have consistency among all scales, this one was modified after the 
pilot study. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement to the statement “During my 
stay in South Carolina Coast, eating LOCAL WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS is…” from 1 
(not at all) to 7 (definitely).  Six items to measure importance was then selected from the 
scale of important, unimportant, means a lot to me, means nothing to me, valuable and 
74 
 
worthless. Other items were eliminated since they were similar to the items measuring 
cognitive and affective attitudes. 
Local Seafood Purchase Intention 
To measure local food purchase intention the scales developed by Blanchard et al. 
(2008), Bredahl (2001) and Robinson and Smith (2002) were used. The reliability of 
these scales has been found to be .82-.89, .86 and .91, respectively. The scale developed 
by Blanchard et al. (2008) was used to measure physical activity, while Bredahl (2001) 
and Robinson and Smith (2002) measured food purchases in daily life.  The scale items 
from these three were modified to fit a travel situation. Since data were collected during 
travel, the respondents’ intentions prior to the trip were measured.  
For the pilot study, respondents were asked the level of their agreement to these 
three statements, measured from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree):  
“Prior to our trip to the South Carolina Coast… 
1. I intended to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the destination if 
they were available.”  
2. I thought that I would likely eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at 
the destination if they were available.”  
3. I planned to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the destination if 
they were available.” 
The questions were repeated for second type of oyster. This scale was not 
modified after the pilot study since all items had means close to the midpoint and 
standard deviations close to 2.  
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Data Analysis 
Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) is the most appropriate method for 
analyzing the data of this study as its primary aim is to understand the travel process of 
the couples as a whole and since the impact of each individual of the couple needs to be 
taken into account, especially in the decision making process. According to Kashy, & 
Kenny (2000) such dyadic groups should be investigated through a research design and 
analysis techniques recognizing the interdependence of social behavior. In addition, there 
are several problems with single level data analyses like Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 
regression or Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), the most common ones being aggregation 
bias, incorrectly estimated standard errors and heterogeneity of regression. Aggregation 
bias results from different meanings of variables at different levels. For example, student 
achievement could be influenced by the same factor differently at the student and the 
school level. HLM solves this problem by decomposing the relationships into within 
school and between schools. If the individual cases are considered as independent when 
they are in reality dependent on each other, the standard error will not be estimated 
correctly (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1988). As a result, the design will be less powerful, 
lacking insight into the role of the nested variable on the dependent variable (Sibthorp et 
al., 2004). HLM uses inter-class correlation to address this issue. The variance across 
schools in relationship between student characteristics and outcome results in 
heterogeneity issues. Through the use of HLM researchers conduct separate multiple 
regression equations for each school and calculate variation among schools as a 
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multivariate outcome which could be explained by school level factors (Bryk & 
Raudenbush, 1988).   
As this analysis suggests, HLM has been used in much educational research 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 1986; Kim & Sax, 2011), primarily to measure student 
achievement at the individual level and at the group level (Bickel, 2012).  According to 
Raudenbush and Bryk (1986), previous research ignored the school as a sociological unit, 
resulting in inaccurate inferences. The hierarchical linear model addresses this issue by 
allowing the parameters at one level to become the outcomes for the next level.   
In early research using this model, Raudenbush and Bryk (1986) compared 
Catholic schools and public schools in terms of the SES-achievement relationship, 
developing two models.  The first measured the difference across schools, while the 
second allowed them to understand to what extent the observed differences are a function 
of a sector. Because HLM separates the within school and the between schools levels, it   
allows for the estimation of the effects of school factors on mean school achievement and 
on within school structural relationships. In later research, Lee (2000) investigated the 
impact of characteristics of the structure and organization of high schools on student’s 
academic development by applying HLM in three steps. In the first step the dependent 
variable was measured at the student level in two parts, the proportion of variance in 
students in same school and the proportion of variance between schools to find the inter-
class correlation (ICC). In the second step, individual student characteristics were 
investigated (Level 1), while in the  third step the outcome of the Level 1 Model was  
explored as function of school characteristic (Level 2). More recently, Kim and Sax 
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(2011) measured the variation of student-faculty interaction and student cognitive 
development skills across majors, the variables measured at the student level and the 
department level. By using multilevel modeling, they were able to examine the cross-
level impact, resulting in a more accurate estimation (Kim & Sax, 2011).   
HLM is also a common research method in management and organizational 
structure research. Organizations usually consist of nested structures of three levels, 
individual, collective/organizational and environmental (Hofmann, 1997). Thoresen et al. 
(2004) investigated differences in the performance change and growth of employees at 
maintenance and transitional job stages, while Gavin and Hofmann (2002) examined the 
relationships among task significance, leadership climate, and hostility both within and 
across levels of analysis. The main effect of task significance was estimated in Level 1, 
and the main effect of leadership climate was estimated in level 2, with hostility being the 
individual level outcome, task significance the individual level predictor and leadership 
climate the group level predictor.  Their results indicated that the outcome variable, 
hostility, varies within groups and between groups, task significance influences hostility 
at two levels and leadership climate influences hostility at the group level. Using HLM, 
these researchers could assess the cross level main effects and the cross level interactions 
(Gavin & Hofmann, 2002).  
 HLM is also a common method used in experimental design studies. Crites and 
Aikman (2005b) used it to investigate the impact of motivation and the context in which 
respondents reported on food attitudes. In this study food ratings were nested within 
measurement sessions and measurement sessions were nested within individuals. The 
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level 1 variables included attitude, perception of willingness and convenience, while the 
second level variables were hunger, fullness and the time of the day when the 
questionnaire completed, and the third level variables were gender, BMI and cognitive 
restraints. Multilevel analyses enabled the researchers to use each person’s own ratings to 
correctly identify food specific characteristics as they were measured at two levels (Crites 
& Aikman, 2005b).  
More recently, Heo et al. (2010) examined the relationship between serious 
leisure, flow and subjective wellbeing among older adults. According to them, one major 
advantage of using HLM is the ability to control the individual differences in flow and 
serious leisure variables. Demographic variables vary at the individual level, and serious 
leisure and flow vary at the episode level, as 800 repeated measures were nested in 22 
individual levels. ICC results showed that 59.58 % of the variance in subjective 
wellbeing was between-person, with the remaining variance being accounted for by 
within-person. The use of HLM allowed the researchers to delineate more accurately the 
relationships between variables (Heo et al., 2010).   
While HLM has been applied in various disciplines, its use in Parks, Recreation 
and Tourism has been limited. However, according to Sibthorp et al. (2004), this method 
has potential as it can address problems regarding unequal sample sizes, small numbers 
of cases per group, repeated measures and dependency, all of which are common in 
PRTM as an applied science. For these reason, it is appropriate for the study reported 
here.   
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The equations in HLM are different from linear regression models.   Specifically, 
the regression equation for the Level 1 Model is: 
 Yij = β0j + β1jXij + rij 
Where “Yij is the outcome measure for the individual in group j, Xij is the value 
on the predictor for individual i in group j, β0j and β1j are intercepts and slopes estimated 
separately for each group (as noted by the subscript j), and rij is the residual” (Hofmann, 
1997, pp.727).   
And the regression equation for the Level 2 Model is: 
β0j = γ00 + γ01Gj+U0j 
β1j = γ10 + γ11Gj+U1j 
where “Gj is a group level variable, γ00 and γ10  are the second stage intercept 
terms, γ01 and γ11 are the slopes relating Gj to the intercept and slope terms from the 
level-l equation, and U0j and U1j  are the level-2 residuals. Depending on the pattern of 
variance in the level-l intercepts and slopes, different level-2 models would be required” 
(Hofmann, 1997, pp.728).   
Specific to the study reported here, cognitive attitude, affective attitude, 
impulsiveness, importance and purchase intention were measured at both the individual 
and the couple level. Gender was measured at the individual level as it does not vary 
across groups. Hypothesis 1 was tested by measuring the variance in Level 1 as the 
gender difference occurs only at the individual level. Hypotheses 2 through 5 were tested 
by looking at the difference between groups as well as individuals, requiring the 
calculation of the interclass correlation. Thus, the variation that occurs due to the dyad to 
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which the individual belongs was calculated, allowing for an understanding of the 
interdependency of a couple’s answers. As a result, by using HLM as the data analysis 
technique, this research aimed to explain couples’ intentions more accurately.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
This chapter begins with a discussion of the data screening process, followed by 
the reporting of the descriptive statistics in the second section. The third section includes 
the results of the measurement models, both at the single level and group level, as well as 
an analysis of the reliability and validity of the scales.  In the final section, the structural 
model (single level and group level) and the results of hypothesis testing are reported.  
Data Screening 
In total 380 questionnaires were collected from 190 couples, with 42 of them 
being eliminated from the data due to missing values and normality issues. For this study, 
cases with at 50% of one scale missing were deleted. Decisions on normality were based 
on the assumption of the Central Limit Theorem that if the sample is large enough, data 
will be distributed normally. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), if there are at 
least 20 degrees of freedom for error, the F test will be robust to violations of normality. 
However, since outliers affect the normality, they need to be detected and eliminated 
from the data. In order to assess the normality of data, the  Mahalanobis distance, “the 
distance of a case from the centroid of the remaining cases where the centroid is the point 
created at the intersection of the means of all variables, “ (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, 
pp.74) was calculated. The critical value for 2 was determined to decide if a case was an 
outlier. The critical value for the current study was between 112.317 and 124.839 (df 
=78, p=.001), meaning 5 cases were deleted due to their high Mahalanobis distance 
scores. To assess the univariate normality of data, the kurtosis and skewness of the data 
were calculated. Kurtosis is a measure of the extent to which observations cluster around 
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a central point, while skewness is a measure of the asymmetry of distribution. When the 
data are normally distributed, the kurtosis should be between +3 to -3 and skewness 
between +2 to -2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The skewness and kurtosis of the data 
obtained here were calculated in SPSS 20 which uses Fisher kurtosis. Skewness of all 
items fell between -2 and +2, and their Fisher kurtosis, between -3 and +3. Based on 
these results, these data were normally distributed. Tables 4.1 to 4.6 display skewness 
and kurtosis for all items.   
After the elimination of the cases with at least one scale which has more than 50% 
of the values missing and the outliers, data imputation was performed using the EM 
imputation method because according to various researchers, it is a simple and reasonable 
approach for the imputation of missing data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The 
Mahalanobis distance, skewness and kurtosis were calculated for the imputed data, with 
the scores of the latter two being reasonable. However, four more cases were deleted after 
imputation due to high Mahalanobis distance values. Mardia’s (1970) multivariate 
kurtosis was subsequently calculated in EQS6, with two additional two cases being 
deleted due to extreme scores. In total six couples and 30 individuals were eliminated, 
and 338 cases; 154 couples and 30 individuals were used. As a result 16% of the couples 
were composed of only one member. There might be some converge problems with 
unbalance data sets, however this could be solved by adding start values (Singer & 
Willett, 2003). No convergence problems were experienced in this study except multi-
level models with interactions which were solved by adding start values. Besides the 
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mean of the number of people in a group is 1.85, so the data set was not extremely 
unbalanced. 
Descriptive Statistics of Items 
Means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis of all items and variables used 
in the structural model for this study can be seen in Tables 4.1 through 4.6. All items and 
variables show reasonable standard deviation, skewness (-2, +2) and kurtosis values (-3, 
+3). 
Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Attitude toward Oysters 
 COGNITIVE ATTITUDE Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
I think eating WILDCAUGHT oysters 
is… 
    
1Good for health 5.17 1.36 -0.313 -0.216 
1Safe 5.04 1.42 -0.425 -0.150 
1Tasty 5.65 1.63 -1.439 1.504 
1Nutritious 5.41 1.33 -0.686 0.490 
2Harmful 2.53 1.31 0.647 0.045 
2Unsafe 2.51 1.30 0.608 -0.160 
2Not tasty 2.17 1.57 1.636 2.232 
2Not nutritious 2.20 1.30 0.961 0.358 
I think eating AQUACULTURED 
oysters is… 
    
1Good for health 4.58 1.35 -0.243 0.270 
1Safe 4.80 1.37 -0.462 0.230 
1Tasty 4.72 1.57 -0.399 -0.220 
1Nutritious 4.64 1.34 -0.210 0.04 
2Harmful 2.94 1.47 0.356 -0.454 
2Unsafe 2.86 1.45 0.472 -0.264 
2Not tasty 2.89 1.58 0.510 -0.364 
2Not nutritious 2.80 1.42 0.300 -0.664 
Note:  Measured using a Likert scale from not at all (1) to definitely’ (7), 1 Positive Cognitive Attitude 2 
Negative Cognitive Attitude 
Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics for Affective Attitude toward Oysters 
 AFFECTIVE ATTITUDE Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Eating WILDCAUGHT oysters makes me 
feel… 
    
1Delighted 5.11 1.58 -0.816 0.412 
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1Happy 5.10 1.55 -0.795 0.474 
1Excited 4.87 1.60 -0.519 -0.055 
1Satisfied 5.11 1.54 -0.732 0.344 
2Annoyed 1.98 1.35 1.315 1.134 
2Bored 1.90 1.28 1.359 1.266 
2Tense  1.85 1.28 1.509 1.717 
2Sick 1.89 1.33 1.543 1.874 
Eating AQUACULTURED oysters makes me 
feel… 
    
1Delighted 4.35 1.58 -0.228 -0.165 
1Happy 4.35 1.55 -0.209 -0.119 
1Excited 4.18 1.59 -0.110 -0.205 
1Satisfied 4.35 1.60 -0.222 -0.291 
2Annoyed 2.48 1.57 0.783 -0.103 
2Bored 2.40 1.55 0.852 -0.005 
2Tense  2.36 1.54 0.850 -0.072 
2Sick 2.34 1.50 0.845 -0.105 
Note:  Measured using a Likert scale from not at all (1) to definitely (7), 1 Positive Affective Attitude 2 
Negative Affective Attitude 
Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics for Impulsiveness 
 IMPULSIVENESS Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
When I am on vacation…     
I often buy things spontaneously 4.67 1.72 -0.458 -0.630 
“Just do it” describes the way I buy things 3.74 1.78 0.050 -1.011 
I often buy things without thinking 2.94 1.72 0.728 -0.297 
“I see it, I buy it” describes me 2.73 1.72 0.874 -0.118 
“Buy now, think about later” describes me 2.56 1.60 0.873 -0.027 
Sometimes, I feel like buying things on the spur-
of-the moment 
3.96 1.73 -0.115 -0.867 
I buy things according to how I feel at the moment 3.83 1.74 0.031 -0.961 
Sometimes I am a bit reckless about what I buy 2.97 1.73 0.730 -0.216 
Note:  Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to agree (7) 
Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Importance of Oysters 
IMPORTANCE Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
During my travel to the South Carolina Coast 
eating local WILDCAUGHT oysters… 
    
1is important 4.55 1.91 -0.424 -0.797 
2is unimportant 3.13 1.90 0.616 -0.645 
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1means a lot to me 4.25 1.84 -0.262 -0.786 
2means nothing to me 3.07 1.95 0.606 -0.731 
1is valuable  4.36 1.83 -0.334 -0.735 
2is worthless 2.65 1.76 0.863 -0.147 
During my travel to the South Carolina Coast 
eating local AQUACULTURED oysters… 
    
1is important 3.55 1.73 0.088 -0.675 
2is unimportant 3.63 1.92 0.251 -0.884 
1means a lot to me 3.37 1.64 0.197 -0.489 
2means nothing to me 3.55 1.97 0.288 -0.957 
1is valuable  3.45 1.66 0.147 -0.577 
2is worthless 3.18 1.85 0.455 -0.676 
Note:  Measured using a Likert scale from not at all (1) to definitely (7), 1 Positive Importance 2 Negative 
Importance 
Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics for Intention to Eat Oysters 
 INTENTION Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Prior to our trip to South Carolina Coast…     
I intended to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the 
destination if they were available. 
4.61 2.08 -0.470 -1.026 
I thought that I would likely eat local 
WILDCAUGHT oysters at the destination if they 
were available. 
4.83 2.03 -0.728 -0.669 
I planned to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the 
destination if they were available. 
4.55 2.08 -0.440 -1.062 
I intended to eat local AQUACULTURED oysters at 
the destination if they were available. 
3.28 1.88 0.367 -0.896 
I thought that I would likely eat local 
AQUACULTURED oysters at the destination if they 
were available. 
3.31 1.86 0.352 -0.876 
I planned to eat local AQUACULTURED oysters at 
the destination if they were available. 
3.16 1.87 0.497 -0.727 
Note:  Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to agree (7) 
Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics for Age  
  Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
AGE 44.75 14.73 0.115 -0.961 
 
Profile of Respondents 
Of the respondents, over one half of them (51.2%) were male and 48.8% female. 
The slight difference in gender was due to the elimination of 30 individuals from the data 
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due to missing values and normality issues. Table 4.7 shows the frequency distribution of 
the respondents by gender.  
Table 4.7 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Gender 
Gender N Percentage 
Male 173 51.2 
Female 165 48.8 
Total 338 100.0 
 
Since this study focused on couples, the relationship status of the respondents was 
categorized as not married or engaged, engaged, or married.  The majority of the 
respondents were married (75.7%). Table 4.8 demonstrates the frequency distribution of 
the respondents in terms of their relationship status. 
Table 4.8 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Relationship Status 
Relationship Status N Percentage  
Not Married or Engaged 73 21.6 
Engaged 9 2.7 
Married 256 75.7 
Total 340 100.0 
 
Age was used as a continuous variable in this study, with the age of the 
respondents varying between 18 and 80. The average age was 44.7 with a standard 
deviation of 14.7 and a median age of 45. The majority of respondents were between 25 
and 34 (23.1%), followed by 45-54 (20.4%) and 55-64 (21.3%).  Table 4.9 shows the 
distribution of the respondents using the age ranges of the US census.  
Table 4.9 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Age 
Age  N Percentage 
18-24 28 8.3 
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25-34 78 23.1 
35-44 60 17.8 
45-54 69 20.4 
55-64 72 21.3 
65-74 27 8.0 
75 and over 4 1.2 
Total 338 100.0 
 
The age distributions of the females and males were calculated separately as 
shown in Table 4.10. The average age of the females was 43.3 with a standard deviation 
of 14.3 and of the males, slightly higher at 46.3 with a standard deviation of 14.9. While 
the majority of females were between 25 and 34 (24.8%), followed by 45-54 (20.6%) and 
55-64 (20.6%), the males fell between four categories:  55-64 (22%), 25-34 (21.4%), 45-
54 (20.2%) and 35-44 (18.5%).   
Table 4.10 Frequency Distribution of Male and Female Respondents by Age 
 Females Males 
Age N Percentage N Percentage 
18-24 17 10.3 11 6.4 
25-34 41 24.8 37 21.4 
35-44 28 17.0 32 18.5 
45-54 34 20.6 35 20.2 
55-64 34 20.6 38 22.0 
65-74 11 6.7 16 9.2 
75 and over 0 0.0 4 2.3 
Total 165 100.0 173 100.0 
 
Table 4.11 shows the distribution of respondents based on whether they had 
children or not, with approximately 60% of them indicating they did and the remaining 
40% that they did not.   
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Table 4.11 Frequency Distribution of Respondents with/without Children 
Have Children N Percentage 
Yes 201 59.5 
No 137 40.5 
Total 338 100.0 
 
The half of the respondents with children stated that their children no longer lived 
with them (49.8%), meaning that 70% of the couples in this study either had no children 
or their children no longer lived at home.   
Table 4.12 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Number of Children Living with 
Them 
Number of Children Living with them N Percentage 
0 100 49.8 
1 47 23.4 
2 33 16.4 
3 16 8.0 
4 and more 3 1.5 
Missing 2 1.0 
Total 201 100.0 
 
With respect to highest level of education completed, 44.4% of the respondents 
had a college education and 23.1% a Master’s Degree as seen in Table 4.13.   
Table 4.13 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by the Highest Level of Education 
Highest level of education N Percentage  
Less than high school 3 0.9 
High school 17 5.0 
Some college 67 19.8 
College graduate 150 44.4 
Master’s Degree 78 23.1 
PhD Degree 22 6.5 
Missing 1 0.3 
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Total 338 100.0 
 
Table 4.14 demonstrates the frequency distribution of males and females 
regarding their educational level. The percentage of females with college degrees 
(45.5%) and Master’s degrees (26.1%) was higher than the males.  
Table 4.14 Frequency Distribution of Female and Male Respondents by the Highest 
Level of Education 
 Females Males 
Highest level of 
education 
N Percentage N Percentage 
Less than high school 1 0.6 2 1.2 
High school 8 4.8 9 5.2 
Some college 32 19.4 35 20.2 
College graduate 75 45.5 75 43.4 
Master’s Degree 43 26.1 35 20.2 
PhD Degree 5 3.0 17 9.8 
Missing 1 0.6 0 0.0 
  Total 165 100.0 173 100.0 
 
In terms of employment status, most of the respondents were employed full-time, 
(66.6%) with some indicating that they were retired (12.1%).  
Table 4.15 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Employment Status 
Employment Status N Percentage  
Employed Full-time 225 66.6 
Employed Part-time 17 5.0 
Homemaker 15 4.4 
Unemployed 6 1.8 
Student 20 5.9 
Retired  41 12.1 
Other 13 3.8 
Missing 1 0.3 
Total 338 100.0 
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As seen in Table 4.16, the percentage of males employed full-time was higher 
(72.8%) than for females (60%), and while no males stated that they were homemakers, 
9.1% of females indicated that was their occupation.    
Table 4.16 Frequency Distribution of Male and Female Respondents by Employment 
Status 
 Females Males 
Employment Status N Percentage N Percentage 
Employed Full-time 99 60.0 126 72.8 
Employed Part-time 14 8.5 3 1.7 
Homemaker 15 9.1 0 0.0 
Unemployed 3 1.8 3 1.7 
Student 11 6.6 9 5.2 
Retired  18 10.9 23 13.3 
Other 4 2.4 9 5.2 
Missing 1 0.6 0 0.0 
Total 165 100.0 173 100.0 
 
The income distribution of respondents was similar for the ranges between 
$25,000 and $114,000, with the majority of individual incomes falling between $40,000 
and $54,999 (13.9%). The median income was between $70,000 and $84,999. However, 
the percentage of missing data for this variable was high at 7.4 % due to the number of 
retirees reluctant to provide this information.   
Table 4.17 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Individual Income in Dollars 
Individual Income ($) N Percentage 
None 9 2.7 
Under 10,000 13 3.8 
10,000-24,999 14 4.1 
25,000-39,999 31 9.2 
40,000-54,999 47 13.9 
55,000-69,999 38 11.2 
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70,000-84,999 33 9.8 
85,000-99,999 33 9.8 
100,000-114,999 28 8.3 
115,000-129,999 14 4.1 
130,000-144,999 12 3.6 
145,000-159,999 9 2.7 
160,000-174,999 4 1.2 
175,000-189,999 9 2.7 
190,000 and more 19 5.6 
Missing 25 7.4 
Total 338 100.0 
 
Since the respondents were asked to report individual incomes, the distribution of 
income for males and females is shown separately in Table 4.18. Females reported a 
lower level income than the males, with the median income for the former being between 
$55,000 and $69,999 and between $70,000 and $84,999 for the latter. 
Table 4.18 Frequency Distribution of Male and Female Respondents by Individual 
Income in Dollars 
 Females Males 
Individual Income ($) N Percentage N Percentage 
None 8 4.8 1 0.6 
Under 10,000 9 5.5 4 2.3 
10,000-24,999 11 6.7 3 1.7 
25,000-39,999 19 11.5 12 6.9 
40,000-54,999 25 15.2 22 12.7 
55,000-69,999 16 9.7 22 12.7 
70,000-84,999 12 7.3 21 12.1 
85,000-99,999 15 9.1 18 10.4 
100,000-114,999 12 7.3 16 9.2 
115,000-129,999 6 3.6 8 4.6 
130,000-144,999 4 2.4 8 4.6 
145,000-159,999 2 1.2 7 4.0 
160,000-174,999 0 0.0 4 2.3 
175,000-189,999 4 2.4 5 2.9 
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190,000 and more 8 4.8 11 6.4 
Missing 14 8.5 11 6.4 
Total 165 100.0 173 100.0 
 
Descriptive Statistics of other Variables 
As seen in Table 4.19, only 14.9% of the respondents who have children traveled 
with them. The reason for this low number was that people with children, especially 
small ones, did not agree to participate in the study.  
Table 4.19 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Children Travelling with them 
Travelling with children N Percentage  
Yes 30 14.9 
No 171 85.1 
Total 201 100.0 
 
The respondent’s consumption of oysters in their daily lives is summarized in 
Tables 4.20 and 4.21, the first one showing that 28% consume oysters once a year and 
26.6% eat oysters once a month. This frequency of eating oysters was higher among 
males as theirs for once a week, once a month and once in three months was   higher than 
for females. On the other hand, the percentage of females consuming oysters once in six 
months and once a year was higher. 
Table 4.20 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Oyster Eating Frequency 
Frequency of Eating Oysters N Percentage  
Once a day   2 .5 
Once a week 49 13.0 
Once a month 100 26.6 
Once in three months 52 13.8 
Once in six months 54 14.4 
Once a year 105 28.0 
93 
 
Missing 14 3.7 
Total 376 100.0 
 
Table 4.21 Frequency Distribution of Male and Female Respondents by Oyster Eating 
Frequency 
 Females Males 
Frequency of Eating Oysters N Percentage N Percentage 
Once a day 2 1.1 0 0 
Once a week 23 12.4 26 13.6 
Once a month 44 23.8 56 29.3 
Once in three months 22 11.9 30 15.7 
Once in six months 27 14.6 27 14.1 
Once a year 58 31.3 47 24.7 
Missing 9 4.9 5 2.6 
Total 185 100 191 100 
 
The distribution of respondents regarding to their negative experiences with 
seafood was skewed as the high number of no responses (86.4%) was almost the same for 
females and males (Table 4.22 and 4.23). 
Table 4.22 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Negative Experience with Seafood  
Negative Experience N Percentage  
Yes 42 12.4 
No 292 86.4 
Missing 4 1.2 
Total 338 100.0 
 
Table 4.23 Frequency Distribution of Male and Female Respondents by Negative 
Experience with Seafood  
 Females Males 
Negative Experience N Percentage  N Percentage  
Yes 20 12.1 22 12.7 
No 144 87.3 148 85.5 
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Missing 1 0.6 3 1.7 
Total 165 100.0 173 100.0 
 
Measurement Models 
For this study first single level measurement model was run in order to reach the 
model with best fit indices. Then multi-level measurement model was run assess the 
reliability and the validity of the scales. For each level, measurement models were run 
separately for each target (aquacultured and wildcaught oysters). After reaching 
reasonable fit indices, one model was run for both targets. Then each interaction variable 
was added to the models separately for each target, and finally, one model was run for all 
latent variables including the interaction variables.  
Single Level Measurement Model 
The first model was run for aquacultured in accordance with the proposed 
conceptual model, using cognitive attitude, affective attitude and importance as single 
factor variables. Variances for the five factors (cognitive attitude, affective attitude, 
importance, impulsiveness and intention) were fixed to 1. Due to the high Mardia (1970) 
multivariate kurtosis estimate, Satorra Bentler chi-square and robust estimates were taken 
into consideration. The fit indices for the first model were very low (CFI=.676, 
RMSEA=.137), with the R2 for negative items for affective and cognitive attitudes and 
importance being under .5. Because of the low correlation between the negative and 
positive items, a second model was run with 8 factors (negative and positive cognitive 
attitude, negative and positive affective attitude, negative and positive importance, 
impulsiveness and intention), with the variances fixed to 1. No item was dropped in the 
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second model. As a result, Lagrange Multiplier (LM) tests were conducted to find items 
loading more than one factor and possible correlation between errors.  
The second model showed better fit indices (CFI=.938, RMSEA=.062). However, 
it exhibited issues regarding factor loadings and multidimensionality as some items 
loaded more than one factor and others had squared loadings less than .5, specifically, 
AOTASTY, AONOTTASTY, SPONTANEOUS and SPUR. The third model run after 
eliminating these items showed the best fit (CFI=.977, RMSEA=.040). Since the fit 
indices of this third model were good for aquacultured oysters, there were no need to run 
first and second models for wild caught oysters. The model with wild caught oysters also 
showed good fit (CFI=.962, RMSEA=.052). After reaching reasonable fit indices with 
both aquacultured and wild caught oysters, the model with all variables was run to ensure 
the reliability and validity of the measurement. This combined model also showed 
reasonable fit indices (CFI=.969, RMSEA=.038).  
The interaction variables were then created and added to the measurement model. 
To create these interaction variables, the first independent variables--positive and 
negative cognitive attitudes, positive and negative affective attitudes, positive and 
negative importance, impulsiveness, gender and age--were mean centered. Then the 
interaction variables were formed by multiplying the 3 highest loading item scores for 
each factor using SPSS 20 for this process, and all mean centered and interaction 
variables were moved to EQS 6.2 to conduct CFA. The interaction variables were added 
to the model one-by-one for aquacultured and wildcaught oysters separately. Then the 
model with all interaction variables was run for each type of oyster. Correlation between 
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error terms was taken into consideration in these models due to the interaction variables. 
The model with these interaction variables showed good fit indices (CFI=.922, 
RMSEA=.034). Table 4.24 displays the fit indices of all single level models.  
Table 4.24 Robust Fit Indices for Single Level Measurement Models 
Fit Indices S-B 2 Df CFI NFI RMSEA 
Aquacultured Oysters      
First Model 3559.31 486 0.676 0.644 0.137 
Second Model 1063.41 467 0.938 0.895 0.062 
Third Model 540.29 349 0.977 0.939 .040 
Wildcaught Oysters      
First Model 666.45 349 0.962 0.923 0.052 
WO and AO Combined      
First Model 1702.17 1146 0.969 0.911 0.038 
Model with Interactions   5179.58 3745 0.922 0.772 0.034 
    
     
Multi-Level Measurement Model 
Before running the multi-level model, the interclass correlation (ICC) for each 
item was calculated. The ICC, which shows if the observations from the same group tend 
to be different from the observations from other groups, is a unique measure for detecting 
the interdependence of dyad responses (Kenny, Kashy & Cook, 2006; Kashy & Kenny 
2000). Table 4.25 shows the interclass correlations for all the variables. The dependent 
variable intention for wildcaught oysters shows the highest ICC range, between .416 and 
.434. At least 42% of the variance of intention to purchase wild caught oysters occurs at 
couple level. The lowest ICC range, the one for negative cognitive attitude toward 
wildcaught oysters, was between .096 and .278. As a result, a majority of the items had 
an ICC score over .10, indicating the need to analyze the data at two levels. 
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Table 4.25 Interclass Correlation Coefficients for All Variables 
Model-Based Interclass Correlation Coefficients 
WOGOODHE WOSAFE   WONUTRIT WOHARMFU WOUNSAFE WONOTNUT 
0.338 0.246 0.348 0.096 0.111 0.278 
WODELIGH WOHAPPY WOEXCITE WOSATISF WOANNOYE WOBORED 
0.265 0.272 0.195 0.27 0.223 0.233 
WOTENSE WOSICK AOGOODHE AOSAFE AONUTRIT AOHARMFU 
0.283 0.259 0.21 0.149 0.221 0.155 
AOUNSAFE AONOTNUT AODELIGH AOHAPPY AOEXCITE AOSATISF 
0.105 0.166 0.167 0.172 0.161 0.19 
AOANNOYE AOBORED AOTENSE AOSICK JUSTDOIT WITHOUTT 
0.234 0.231 0.28 0.294 0.112 0.153 
SEEITBUY BUYNOW FEEL RECKLESS WOIMPORT WOMEANSA 
0.26 0.292 0.113 0.182 0.387 0.365 
WOVALUAB WOUNIMPO WOMEANSN WOWORHTL AOIMPORT AOMEANSA 
0.305 0.297 0.265 0.228 0.22 0.183 
AOVALUAB AOUNIMPO AOMEANSN AOWORTHL WOINTEND WOWOULDL 
0.152 0.194 0.159 0.11 0.416 0.416 
WOPLANNE AOINTEND AOWOULDL AOPLANNE   
0.434 0.34 0.256 0.268   
 
 
The multi-level measurement model was run for the wild caught oysters and 
aquacultured oysters separately, followed by the model with all the variables. Table 4.26 
shows the fit indices for all three multi-level measurement models. Both the aquacultured 
and wildcaught model show a perfect fit (CFI=1, RMSE=0.00) when run separately. 
However, the fit indices of the model with all the variables showed a slight decrease, but 
it is was still reasonable (CFI=0.982, RMSE=0.032). The interaction variables were then 
added to each model separately, the resulting fit indices for both the wild caught model 
(CFI=0.944, RMSE=0.047) and the aquacultured model (CFI=0.959, RMSE=0.046) 
reflecting configural invariance. 
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Table 4.26 Fit Indices for Multi-level Measurement Models  
 2 Df CFI NFI RMSEA 
Wildcaught      
 Model without Interactions 931.411 699 1.00 0.951 0.00 
 Model with Interactions 4139.63      3013 0.944 0.825 0.047 
 Aquacultured      
 Model without Interactions 856.705 699  1.00 0.956 0.00 
 Model with Interactions 3870.520 2974 0.959 0.848 0.046 
WO and AO Combined  
Model without Interaction 2681.038 2292 0.982 0.892 0.032 
  
Alpha and Rho coefficients were subsequently calculated to assess the reliability 
of the multi-level model. Table 4.27 shows the factor loadings and the Alpha and Rho 
coefficients for each item at Level 1 and Level 2 for both aquacultured and wild caught 
oysters. All these values were over .9, meaning the reliability of the measurement was 
high. All factor loadings were  over .7 except for items WONOTNUTRITIOUS and 
AONUTNUTRITIOUS and the interaction variables created from them (WONOTNNGN 
and WONOTNNAG) at Level 1. At Level 2 all items had loadings over .8, except for 
three (JUST DO IT, FEEL and RECKLESS) which had loadings over .7. Since the Alpha 
and Rho values were all over .8 at both Level 1 and Level 2, the multi-level model 
showed high reliability. 
To assess the convergent and discriminant validity, the AVE for each factor was 
calculated at both levels. The purpose of assessing convergent and discriminant validity 
of a scale is to determine if the measures of the constructs agree with the theoretical 
relationships. Convergent validity is supported if the correlations between items assumed 
to measure the same construct are high, while discriminant validity is supported if the  
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correlations between items assumed to measure different constructs are low (Kline, 
2011). Tables 4.28 and 4.29 show the AVEs and squared factor correlations for Level 1 
and Level 2, respectively. The AVEs for all factors at Level 1 was over .6 and over .8 at 
Level 2, meaning that the high correlations between items measuring the same construct 
support the convergent validity of the scales. In addition the squared correlations 
between factors were less than the AVEs at both levels, meaning that the low correlation 
between items measuring different constructs indicates the discriminant validity of the 
scales. As a result, the multi-level measurement model exhibited convergent and 
discriminant validity. 
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Table 4.27 Factor Loadings and Alpha and Rho Values for All Items for the Multi-level Model 
  Aquacultured      Wildcaught  
 Loadings Alpha Rho Loadings Alpha Rho 
 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 
P. Cognitive Attitude   .903 .939 .903 .941   .867 .951 .868 .952 
Good for health .871 .927     .852 .952     
Safe .872 .842     .874 .857     
Nutritious .866 .980     .757 .984     
N. Cognitive Attitude   .877 .953 .881 .953   .829 .921 .837 .922 
Harmful .885 .937     .875 .861     
Unsafe .938 .947     .911 .877     
Not nutritious .695 .917     .573 .942     
P. Affective Attitude   .975 .985 .975 .985   .969 .991 .970 .991 
Delighted .962 .959     .953 .985     
Happy .981 .999     .973 .995     
Excited  .947 .968     .922 .972     
Satisfied .920 .961     .925 .981     
N. Affective Attitude   .957 .987 .957 .987   .962 .989 .963 .989 
Annoyed .900 .964     .910 .962     
Bored  .934 .976      .951 .991     
Tense  .965 .991     .969 .990     
Sick .887 .972     .893 .977     
Positive Importance   .953 .979 .953 .979   .952 .987 .952 .986 
Important .911 .968     .946 .969     
Means a lot .934 .973     .925 .992     
Valuable .956 .969     .924 .981     
Negative Importance   .932 .957 .932 .957   .900 .974 .901 .974 
Unimportant .912 .977     .921 .958     
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Means nothing .940 .962     .936 .980     
Worthless .865 .878     .845 .951     
Intention   .964 .991 .964 .991   .952 .993 .952 .994 
I  have intended to eat  .922 .989     .946 .993     
I would likely eat .972 .983     .954 .996     
I have planned to eat .953 .989     .899 .985     
Impulsiveness   .916 .939 .916 .940       
Just do it .781 .728           
Without .854 .942           
See it buy it .847 .911           
Buy now .829 .963           
Feel .739 .760           
Reckless .769 .788           
 Loadings Alpha Rho Loadings Alpha Rho 
Interaction Variables L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 
P. Cognitive Attitude * Gender   .909 n/a .909 n/a   .924 n/a .925 n/a 
Good for health*gender .862 n/a     .986 n/a     
Safe*gender .861 n/a     .854 n/a     
Nutritious*gender .909 n/a     .848 n/a     
N. Cognitive Attitude * Gender   .905 n/a .907 n/a   .846 n/a .852 n/a 
Harmful*gender .881 n/a     .872 n/a     
Unsafe*gender .946 n/a     .912 n/a     
Not nutritious*gender .793 n/a     .63 n/a     
P. Affective Attitude* Gender   .975 n/a .975 n/a   .974 n/a .974 n/a 
Delighted*gender .957 n/a     .968 n/a     
Happy*gender .988 n/a     .979 n/a     
Excited*gender .948 n/a     n/a n/a     
Satisfied*gender n/a n/a     .941 n/a     
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N. Affective Attitude* Gender   .953 n/a .953 n/a   .968 n/a .968 n/a 
Annoyed*gender .918 n/a     n/a n/a     
Bored*gender .945 n/a     .954 n/a     
Tense*gender .94 n/a     .973 n/a     
Sick*gender n/a n/a     .936 n/a     
P. Cognitive Attitude * Age   .883 .991 .884 .991   .904 .892 .904 .902 
Good for health*age .804 .987     .869 .945     
Safe*age .839 .979     .892 .625     
Nutritious*age .898 .996     .853 1.00     
N. Cognitive Attitude * Age   .900 .985 .903 .985   .802 n/a .811 n/a 
Harmful*age .902 .972     .842 n/a     
Unsafe*age .937 .962     .892 n/a     
Not nutritious*age .763 1.00     .541 n/a     
P. Affective Attitude* Age   .964 .991 .964 .991   .957 .979 .957 .979 
Delighted*age .956 .977     .943 .96     
Happy*age .976 .998     .951 1.00     
Excited*age .916 .987     n/a n/a     
Satisfied*age n/a n/a     .925 .95     
N. Affective Attitude* Age   .939 .992 .939 .992   .938 .993 .938 .993 
Annoyed*age n/a n/a     n/a n/a     
Bored*age .920 .985     0.922 0.994     
Tense*age .937 .994     0.946 0.993     
Sick*age .887 .988     0.873 0.984     
P. Affective Attitude* Impulsiveness   .917 .904 .918 .907   .902 .980 .902 .980 
Delighted*See it buy it  .939 1.00     n/a n/a     
Happy*Without .895 .775     .859 .945     
Excited*See it buy it n/a n/a     .883 .974     
Excited*Buy now .831 .838     n/a n/a     
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Satisfied*Buy now n/a n/a     .864 .994     
N. Affective Attitude* Impulsiveness   .899 .905 .901 .909   .915 .948 .915 .949 
Annoyed*Buy now .789 .861     n/a n/a     
Bored*Without n/a n/a     .858 .918     
Bored*See it buy it .888 1.00     n/a n/a     
Tense*See it buy it n/a n/a     .937 .871     
Tense*Without .921 .758     n/a n/a     
Sick*Buy now n/a n/a     .859 .992     
 
Table 4.28 AVEs and Squared Factor Correlations at Level 1 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 F13 F14 F15 
F1 .6881               
F2 .472 .6411              
F3 .184 .061 .7561             
F4 .135 .315 .265 .7151            
F5 .272 .126 .115 .052 .8901           
F6 .107 .228 .054 .203 .140 .8671          
F7 .118 .033 .323 .086 .397 .057 .9081         
F8 .043 .084 .116 .253 .050 .312 .203 .8501        
F9 .008 .002 .002 .009 .007 .009 .001 .014 .6581       
F10 .075 .047 .028 .009 .168 .013 .055 .000 .001 .8681      
F11 .072 .099 .042 .064 .127 .063 .051 .038 .022 .466 .7551     
F12 .053 .029 .169 .086 .066 .013 .195 .045 .024 .292 .132 .8721    
F13 .027 .058 .140 .166 .037 .058 .136 .208 .085  .118 .456 .417 .8211   
F14 .160 .083 .043 .028 .242 .071 .106 .018 .001 .312 .221 .047 .071 .9031  
F15 .041 .006 .151 .063 .067 .016 .262 .096 .026 .040 .053 .253 .156 .195 .8971 
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Note. F1: WOPOSCOG, F2: WONEGCOG; F3: AOPOSCOG; F4: AONEGCOG; F5: WOPOSAFT; F6: WONEGAFT; F7: AOPOSAFT; F8: 
AONEGAFT; F9: IMPULSVENESS; F10: WOPOSIMP; F11: WONEGIMP; F12: AOPOSIMP; F13: AONEGIMP; F14: WOINTENTION; F15: 
AOINTENTION; 1AVE 
Table 4.29 AVEs and Squared Factor Correlations at Level 2 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 F13 F14 F15 
F1 .8701               
F2 .736 .7991              
F3 .030 .013 .8431             
F4 .101 .207 .317 .8721            
F5 .707 .618 .001 .018 .9671           
F6 .533 .536 .054 .071 .521 .9611          
F7 .032 .040 626 .258 .075 .067 .9451         
F8 .083 .190 .215 .234 .059 .440 .176 .9521        
F9 .032 .001 .000 .029 .008 .038 .005 .005 .7501       
F10 .612 .591 .002 .003 .723 .389 .013 .023 .016 .9621      
F11 .493 .477 .007 .001 .563 .508 .021 .102 .013 .839 .9281     
F12 .191 .197 .085 .086 .283 .089 .268 .000 .054 .360 .286 .9411    
F13 .240 .206 .032 .031 .317 .327 .085 .160 .015 436 .616 .472 .8841   
F14 .521 .605 .062 .090 .656 .388 .181 .091 .022 .728 .621 .539 .490 .9891  
F15 .037 .106 .214 .202 .065 .027 .346 .037 .173 .050 .049 .604 .236 .329 .9721 
Note. F1: WOPOSCOG, F2: WONEGCOG; F3: AOPOSCOG; F4: AONEGCOG; F5: WOPOSAFT; F6: WONEGAFT; F7: AOPOSAFT; F8: 
AONEGAFT; F9: IMPULSVENESS; F10: WOPOSIMP; F11: WONEGIMP; F12: AOPOSIMP; F13: AONEGIMP; F14: WOINTENTION; F15: 
AOINTENTION; 1AVE 
 
 
 
  
105 
 
Structural Models 
Single-Level Structural Model 
Since gender vary only at level 1, single level structural model was run in order to 
test the moderating relationship of gender. The model run separately for aquacultured and 
wildcaught oysters. Table 4.30 shows the fit indices of the model with interactions.  
Table 4.30 Robust Fit Indices for Single Level Structural Models 
     
Fit Indices S-B 2 df CFI NFI RMSEA 
Wildcaught Oysters      
Model with all Interactions 2318.70 1701 1.000 1.00 .033 
Aquacultured Oysters      
Model with all Interactions 2307.10 1702 .951 .837 .032 
 
    
     
Hypotheses Testing Results 
The hypotheses based on moderating impact of gender are as follows: 
H1i: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and the 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by gender.  
H1j: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and the 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
H1k: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and the 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
H1l: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and the 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by gender. 
No significant moderation of gender on the relationship between attitude and 
importance was found for aquacultured and wildcaught oysters, meaning H1i through H1l 
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were not supported for neither of them. The regression coefficients of this relationships 
are displayed in Figure 4.1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: (Unstandardized, standardized), P: Positive, N: Negative. *P-value is significant at .05 level, **p-
value is significant at .01 level. No significance for both sources showed by dashed line.  
Figure 4.1 Regression Coefficients of Relationships for Single Level Structural Model 
with Gender Interaction. 
Multi-Level Structural Model 
To test the direct relationship between variables at two levels, models without 
interactions for each source of oysters were run. Each model included 8 constructs and 
age and gender, both of which had a direct influence on various constructs at Level 1 
(Figure 4.5). Since the direct effect of gender was measured at the individual level only, it 
was eliminated from the model at Level 2. Then, the combined multi-level model for 
aquacultured and wildcaught oysters with only direct effects was run. The interaction 
variables were added to the model to test the moderating effect of age and impulsiveness 
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on the relationship between attitude and importance of oysters at Level 1 and Level 2. In 
the model with interactions gender interaction was not added to the model at both levels. 
First the interaction variables for age and impulsiveness were added to the model 
separately, and then model was run with all interaction variables (Figure 4.6).  
To test the moderation impact of source of food, two constrained models were 
run, one with positive variables only and the other with negative variables only. For each 
model the relationships between cognitive and affective attitude and importance, and 
between importance and intention were constrained for both aquacultured and wildcaught 
oysters at Level 1 and 2 to determine if these relationships differ between sources at the 
individual and group level. Table 4.31 shows the fit indices for the model without 
interactions, the model with interactions for each source, the combined model without 
interaction and the constrained models. The lowest fit indices were seen in the combined 
model without interactions (CFI=0.923, RMSE=0.061); however, it is still acceptable.  
Table 4.31 Fit Indices for Multi-Level Structural Models  
Fit Indices  2 Df CFI NFI RMSEA 
Wildcaught Oysters      
Model without Interaction 1202.75 826 1.00 .998 .000 
Model with Interaction 1268.07 1006 .977 .898 .039 
Aquacultured Oysters      
Model without Interaction 1038.69 826 1.00 .999 .000 
Model with Interaction 1436.25 1008 .962 .884 .050 
AO and WO Combined      
Model without Interaction 4352.89 2650 .923 .826 .061 
WO & AO Constrained Models      
Positive Variables 1970.52 1027 .932 .869 .041 
Negative Variables 1723.11 899 .999 1.00 .074 
Level 1&2 Constrained Models      
Positive Variables 2264.01 1222 .928 .857 .071 
Negative Variables 2048.48 1222 .934 .853 .063 
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Hypotheses Testing at Level 1 and Level 2 
Table 4.32 shows the regression results for the multi-level structural model for 
wildcaught and aquacultured oysters. The same hypotheses were tested at both Level 1 
and Level 2, with the exception that the gender-related hypotheses were tested only at 
Level 1.  
The gender related hypotheses were as follows: 
H1a: Women and men differ in positive cognitive attitude toward oysters. 
H1b: Women and men differ in negative cognitive attitude toward oysters. 
H1c: Women and men differ in positive affective attitude toward oysters. 
H1d: Women and men differ in negative affective attitude toward oysters. 
H1e: Women and men differ in the positive importance of local oysters. 
H1f: Women and men differ in the negative importance of local oysters. 
H1g: Women and men differ in impulsiveness on vacation. 
H1h: Women and men differ in intention to purchase local oysters. 
No difference between women and men in positive and negative cognitive 
attitude, positive importance, impulsiveness and intention for wildcaught oysters was 
found, meaning H1c, H1d, H1e, H1f and H1h were not supported for wildcaught oysters. 
However the relationship between gender and positive and negative affective attitude and 
negative importance was significant at Level 1. Positive affective attitude toward 
wildcaught oysters was significantly lower for women than men (B=-.193) and negative 
affective attitude toward wildcaught oysters was significantly higher for women than men 
(B=.125). In addition, women scored significantly higher on negative importance of 
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wildcaught oysters than men (B=.123). These results support H1a, H1b and H1g for 
wildcaught oysters at Level 1.  
Women and men showed a difference in all attitude variables at Level 1 for 
aquacultured oysters. More specifically, the results showed positive cognitive attitude 
(B= -.131) and positive affective attitude (B=-.193) were significantly lower for women 
than men, and negative cognitive attitude (B= .127) and negative affective attitude (B= 
.139) were significantly higher for women for aquacultured oysters. The relationship 
between gender and negative importance was significant for aquacultured oysters. The 
negative importance of eating aquacultured oysters during vacation was significantly 
higher for women than men (B= .118).  Thus, H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d and H1g were 
supported for aquacultured oysters at Level 1 in the multi-level model. No gender 
difference was found for positive importance, intention and impulsiveness, meaning H1e, 
H1f, H1g and H1h were not supported for aquacultured oysters.  
The influence of attitude on the importance of eating oysters was tested at two 
levels. The hypotheses were: 
H2a: There is a positive relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward 
oysters and positive importance of local oysters. 
H2b: There is a positive relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward 
oysters and negative importance of local oysters. 
H2c: There is a positive relationship between positive affective attitude toward 
oysters and positive importance of local oysters. 
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H2d: There is a positive relationship between negative affective attitude toward 
oysters and negative importance of local oysters. 
The influence of positive cognitive and affective attitudes on positive importance 
was significant for aquacultured oysters at Level 1. An increase in positive cognitive 
attitude (B=.140) and positive affective attitude (B=.281) led to an increase in the 
positive importance of aquacultured oysters at this level. The influence of negative 
cognitive and negative affective attitude was significant at the individual level for 
aquacultured oysters. The increase in negative cognitive attitude (B=.144) and negative 
affective attitude (B=.330) led to an increase in the negative importance of aquacultured 
oysters. Thus, H2a through H2d were supported for aquacultured oysters at only Level 1.  
The results were similar for wildcaught oysters, except for the relationship 
between positive cognitive attitude and positive importance. There was no significant 
relationship between positive cognitive attitude and positive importance at Level 1 and 
Level 2 for wildcaught oysters, meaning H2a was not supported at the individual and 
couple level for wildcaught oysters. On the other hand, there was a significant increase in 
the positive importance of wildcaught oysters as positive affective attitude increased 
(B=.224) at Level 1, and there was significant increase in the negative importance of 
wildcaught oysters as negative cognitive (B=.153) and negative affective attitude 
(B=.229) increased at Level 1, meaning H2b, H2c and H2d were supported for 
wildcaught oysters only at the individual level. The results indicated no interdependency 
in couple’s responses with regards to the relationship between attitude and importance.  
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The hypotheses on the relationship between importance and intention were tested 
at the individual and couple level: 
H3a: There is a positive relationship between the positive importance of local 
oysters and the intention to purchase local oysters. 
H3b: There is a negative relationship between the negative importance of local 
oysters and the intention to purchase local oysters. 
The positive relationship between positive importance and intention (B=.399) and 
the negative relationship between negative importance and intention (B=-.236) were 
found to be significant for wildcaught oysters at Level 1. The regression coefficients for 
these relationships are significantly different than each other (2 =5.077, df =1, p=.024). 
In addition, a significant positive relationship between positive importance and intention 
was found at Level 2 for wildcaught oysters (B=1.29). These results support the influence 
of positive importance on intention at both the individual and couple levels. The positive 
influence of positive importance on intention to purchase aquacultured oysters was 
significant at Level 1 (B=.376) and Level 2 (B=1.20). The influence of negative 
importance on intention for aquacultured oysters was significant at Level 1 (B=-.182). 
However, no significant influence was found for Level 2 for aquacultured oysters. These 
results indicate that couples influence each other’s responses in terms of intention to 
purchase oysters only in a positive way. The regression coefficients of positive 
importance and negative importance was significantly different than each other at Level 
1(2 =4.096, df=1, p=.043) and Level 2 (2 =5.321, df=1, p=.021) for aquacultured 
112 
 
oysters.H3a was supported at both levels, and H3b was supported at only the individual 
level for both aquacultured and wildcaught oysters.  
Since the age of couples may vary at both the individual and couple level, age 
related hypotheses were tested at both: 
H5a: Age has a positive influence on the positive importance of local oysters. 
H5b: Age has a negative influence on the negative importance of local oysters.  
H5c: Age has a positive influence on the intention to purchase local oysters.  
The influence of age on the positive importance of wildcaught oysters was 
significant only at the couple level. As the age of the couples increased, the positive 
importance of wildcaught oysters increased (B=.216), meaning H5a was supported only 
at Level 2 for wildcaught oysters. The negative importance of eating wild caught oysters 
was not influenced by age at Level 1 or at Level 2, meaning H5b was not supported at 
either level for wildcaught oysters. The relationship between age and intention to 
purchase wildcaught oysters was significant at Level 1. As an individuals’ age increased, 
the intention to purchase wildcaught oysters increased (B=.168). However, there was no 
significant influence of age on intention at the couple level, meaning H5c was supported 
only at Level 1 for wildcaught oysters. The influence of age on positive importance was 
significant only at the couple level for aquacultured oysters: as the age of the couple 
increased, the importance of eating aquacultured oysters increased (B=.352), meaning 
H5a was supported only at Level 2 for aquacultured oysters. No influence of age on the 
negative importance and intention to purchase aquacultured oysters was found at Level 1 
or at Level 2, meaning H5b and H5c were not supported for aquacultured oysters at both 
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levels. The direct relationships between variables and the standardized regression 
coefficients at Level 1 and Level 2 for the multi-level model can be seen in Figure 4.5. 
Testing of Moderating Relationships at Level 1 and Level 2 
The moderating impacts of age and impulsiveness on the relationship between 
attitude and importance were tested at Level 1 and Level 2. The hypotheses based on 
these moderating relationships were: 
H2e: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by impulsiveness. 
H2f: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by impulsiveness. 
H5d: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5e: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5f: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
H5g: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by age. 
There was no significant moderation of impulsiveness on the relationship between 
attitude and intention for aquacultured oysters at Level 1 or at Level 2, meaning H2e and 
H2f were not supported for aquacultured oysters at the individual and couple level. For 
wildcaught oysters, the moderation effect of impulsiveness on the relationship between 
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positive attitude and positive importance was not significant at Level 1 and Level 2. 
However, impulsiveness significantly moderated the relationship between negative 
affective attitude and negative importance at Level 1 (B=.-099). As impulsiveness of 
individuals decreased the relationship between negative affective attitude and negative 
importance became stronger. The simple slopes of the relationship for the low value of 
impulsiveness was .18, for the medium values, .29 and for the high values, .38. Figure 4.2 
demonstrates the simple slopes of this moderation. As can be seen in this figure, the 
relationship is steeper for the low values of impulsiveness. For wildcaught oysters, H2e 
was not supported at neither the individual nor the couple level, while H2f was supported 
at only the individual level. 
 
 
Figure 4.2 Simple Slopes for the Impulsiveness Moderation of the Relationship Between 
Negative Affective Attitude and Negative Importance for Wildcaught Oysters at Level 1 
The moderating impacts of age on wildcaught oysters was significant only on the 
relationship between positive cognitive attitude and positive importance at Level 1. As 
age increased, the impact of positive cognitive attitude on positive importance became 
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stronger (B=.049). H5d was supported for wildcaught oysters at Level 1 only. The slope 
of the relationship at low values of age was .05, for medium values, .158 and for high 
values, .26. As can be seen in Figure 4.3, the relationship was strongest among older 
people. 
 
Figure 4.3 Simple Slopes for the Age Moderation of the Relationship Between Positive 
Cognitive Attitude and Positive Importance for Wildcaught Oysters at Level 1 
Age had no moderating impact on the relationships between negative cognitive 
and affective attitudes and negative importance, and positive affective attitude and 
positive importance for wildcaught oysters, meaning H5e, H5f and H5g were not 
supported at the individual and couple levels for wildcaught oysters. For aquacultured 
oysters, age had a significant moderating impact only on the relationship between 
positive affective attitude and positive importance at Level 1: as the impact of positive 
affective attitude on positive importance became stronger for the older member of couple 
(B=.202). As can be seen in Figure 4.4, the relationship was stronger among individuals 
over 60. Therefore, H5e was supported only at Level 1, while H5d, H5f and H5g were 
not supported at the individual and couple levels for aquacultured oysters.  
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Figure 4.4 Simple Slopes for the Age Moderation of the Relationship Between Positive 
Affective Attitude and Positive Importance for Aquacultured Oysters at Level 1 
The relationships between the moderating variables and the dependent variables 
and the standardized regression coefficients can be seen in Figure 4.6. 
Table 4.32 Results of the Regression of the Multi-Level Structural Models for 
Wildcaught and Aquacultured Oysters 
Path Estimate (Standardized) Estimate(Standardized) 
 Aquacultured Wildcaught 
 L1 L2 L1 L2 
Gender (IV)  P. Cognitive Attitude 
(DV) 
-.295(-.131)** N/A .096(.046) N/A 
Gender(IV) N. Cognitive Attitude 
(DV) 
.332(.127)** N/A .099(.046) N/A 
Gender(IV) P. Affective Attitude 
(DV) 
-.520(-.193)** N/A -.263(-.105)* N/A 
Gender(IV) N. Affective Attitude 
(DV) 
.361(.139)** N/A .265(.125)** N/A 
Gender(IV) P. Importance (DV) -.114(-.042) N/A -.173(-.063) N/A 
Gender(IV) N. Importance (DV) .395(.118)** N/A .346(.123)** N/A 
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Gender(IV)  Impulsiveness(DV) -.008(-.003) N/A -.008(-.003) N/A 
Gender(IV) Intention(DV) .040(.013) N/A .104(.036) N/A 
Age (IV)  P. Importance (DV) -.015(-.042) .015(.352)** -.031(-.087) .015(.216)** 
Age (IV) N. Importance (DV) .022(.051) -.011(-.219) .019(.051) -.008(-.127) 
Age (IV)  Intention (DV) .016(.040) -.009(-.143) .063(.168)** -.011(-.119) 
P. Cognitive Attitude (IV)                               
 P. Importance (DV) 
.170(.140)** -.112(-.097) .079(.060) .129(.095) 
N. Cognitive Attitude (IV)                            
N. Importance (DV) 
.184(.144)** -.032(-.012) .209(.153)** 1.205(.768) 
P. Affective Attitude (IV)                              
P. Importance (DV) 
.284(.281)** .765(.784) .244(.224)** 1.03(.808) 
N. Affective Attitude (IV)                               
 N. Importance(DV) 
.424(.330)** .074(.065) .304(.229)** .093(.066) 
P. Importance (IV)  Intention (DV) .430(.376)** 1.638(1.197)** .421(.399)** 1.758(1.290)** 
N. Importance (IV) Intention (DV) -.170(-.182)** .589(.506) -.241(-.236)** .818(.543) 
Moderating Effects     
P. Cognitive Attitude (IV) Age(MV)                             
P. Importance(DV) -.026(-.042) .154(.226) .058(.091)* .054(.049) 
N. Cognitive Attitude (IV) Age(MV)                             
N. Importance (DV) .011(.013) .093(.137) -.022(-.025) -.051(-.102) 
P. Affective Attitude (IV) Age(MV     
P. Importance (DV) .099(.196)** -.076(-.104) -.026(-.047) -.074(-.072) 
N. Affective Attitude (IV) Age(MV)                       
N. Importance (DV) -.010(-.013) .014(.027) -.055(-.063) .141(.134) 
P. Affective Attitude (IV) Imp.(MV) 
P. Importance (DV) 
 
-.001(-.001) 
 
.124(.146) -.038(-.067) 
 
.090(.100) 
N. Affective Attitude (IV) Imp.(MV) 
N. Importance (DV) 
                         
-.043(-.067) 
           
.035(.030) -.071(-.099)* 
             
.228(.190) 
Note: Imp. Impulsiveness, P: Positive, N: Negative, IV: Independent Variable, DV: Dependent Variable, 
MV: Moderating Variable, *p-value is significant at the 0.05 level, ** p-value is significant at 0.01 level 
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To test the moderation impact of the source of oysters (wildcaught vs. 
aquacultured), the relationships between attitude, importance and intention were 
constrained across two sources and across two levels. The hypotheses tested at two levels 
were: 
H4a: The relationship between positive cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4b: The relationship between negative cognitive attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4c: The relationship between positive affective attitude toward oysters and 
positive importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4d: The relationship between negative affective attitude toward oysters and 
negative importance of local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4e: The relationship between positive importance and of local oysters and 
intention to purchase local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
H4f: The relationship between negative importance of local oysters and intention 
to purchase local oysters is moderated by the source of food. 
The multi-level model was run for positive variables and negative variables 
separately, the results indicating no 2 difference between aquacultured and wildcaught 
oysters with regards to the relationship between attitude, importance and intention for 
both the positive and the negative model. As a result, the influence of positive cognitive 
and affective attitudes on positive importance, the influence of negative cognitive and 
affective attitudes on negative importance, and the influence of positive and negative 
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importance on intention were same for wildcaught and aquacultured oysters at the couple 
level. H4a through H4f were not supported at the individual and couple level. However, 
the relationship between positive importance and intention to purchase wildcaught 
oysters was significantly different at the individual and the couple level. The regression 
coefficients at the couple level (B=1.29) was higher than at the individual level (.399), 
meaning that the relationship was stronger at the couple level than at the individual. 
Couples reinforce each other’s intention to purchase wildcaught oysters in a positive way. 
Further analyses were conducted by constraining the moderating relationships to see if 
there is a difference between wildcaught and aquacultured oysters and between the 
individual and couple levels. However, none of the regression coefficients for moderating 
relationships were significantly different from one another.   
Table 4.33 2 and P Values for Multi- Level Constraints 
Path 
Aquacultured vs. 
Wildcaught 
Level 1 vs. Level 2 
 L1 L2 Aquacultured  Wildcaught 
 
2 
              
(P-Value) 
2              
(P-Value) 
2               
(P-Value) 
2              
(P-Value) 
Age   P. Importance .030(.862) .018(.893) .008(.927) .023(.878) 
Age  N. Importance  .000(.996) .038(.845) .000(.992) .000(.982) 
Age  Intention  .176(.675) .018(.894) .031(.861) .363(.547) 
P. Cognitive Attitude  P. Importance .015(.902) 1.50(.220) .198(.656) 1.47(.225) 
N. Cognitive Attitude N. Importance .040(.842) 2.537(.111) 1.460(.227) 1.622(.203) 
P. Affective Attitude  P. Importance .032(.859) 1.33(.249) .451(.502) 1.851(.174) 
N. Affective Attitude   N. Importance .173(.678) .298(.585) 1.275(.259) .648(.421) 
P. Importance  Intention  .001(.975) .215(.643) 2.08(.149) 3.96(0.046)* 
N. Importance  Intention  .301(.583) 2.386(.122) .128(.721) 1.875(.171) 
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Moderating Effects     
P. Cognitive Attitude*Age P. 
Importance                       
.063(.802) .091(.763) 
.313(.576) .012(.914) 
N. Cognitive Attitude*Age N. 
Importance                  
.122(.727) 1.30(.254) 
.126(.723) .022(.881) 
P. Affective Attitude*AgeP. 
Importance 
.688(.407) .214(.644) 
.622(.430) .035(.851) 
N. Affective Attitude*Age N. 
Importance              
.00(.991) .002(.961) 
.027(.869) .041(.840) 
P. Affective Attitude*Imp. P. 
Importance 
.015(.903) 1.65(.198) 
  .718(.397) .045(.832) 
N. Affective Attitude*Imp. N. 
Importance  
.005(.943) .005(.943) 
      .250(.617) .110(.740) 
Note: Imp: Impulsiveness, P: Positive, N: Negative,*p-value is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Note: (Unstandardized, standardized)*P-value is significant at .05 level, **p value is significant at .01 level, 1level1, 2 level 2. No significance at Level 1 
and 2 for both sources showed by dashed lines. Significant difference in regression coefficients at level 1 and level 2 was shown by bold. No significant 
difference was found in AO and WO regression coefficients at level 1 and level 2. 
Figure 4.5 Regression Coefficients of Relationships for Multi-Level Structural Model Without Interactions 
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Note: (Unstandardized, standardized) P: Positive, N: Negative, Imp: Impulsiveness,*p-value is significant at .05 level, **p-value is significant at .01 
level, 1level1, 2 level 2. No significance at Level 1 and 2 for both sources showed by dashed lines. 
Figure 4.6 Regression Coefficients of Relationships for Multi-Level Structural Model with Interactions 
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Summary of the Chapter 
This chapter presented the statistical results of the study, beginning with the 
process of data screening, the elimination of items and the imputation of missing values. 
The second section reported the demographics and trip-related characteristics of the 
respondents as well as the descriptive statistics of all items and variables used in the 
model. Next, the reliability and validity testing  of the scales at Level 1 and Level 2 using 
the single level and multi-level measurement models constructed for this study was 
discussed, followed by the discussion of the single level and multi-level structural model 
testing of the hypotheses at Level 1 and Level 2. The results of the hypotheses testing 
were analyzed in the last section. The next chapter compares the findings of this study to 
the literature as well as discusses the theoretical, methodological and practical 
implications.
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
The Review of the Results 
The purpose of this study was to understand the factors influencing the intention 
to purchase local food by tourist couples visiting the coastal areas of South Carolina and 
to provide a better understanding of their decision making process by using Hierarchical 
Linear Modelling (HLM) as the data analysis technique. In order to test the 
interdependency, the relationships between variables were measured at the individual and 
couple level by building Multi-level structural model which provided more accurate 
results at both individual and couple level, due to calculation of the variation within and 
between groups separately (Bickel, 2012). Single level structural model was built as well 
to test the moderating impact of gender on the relationships between attitude and 
importance. 
The Influence of Gender  
The first research question was ‘How do intention to purchase local oysters and 
the factors influencing it differ between men and women travelling together while on 
vacation?’ Each hypothesis was tested for wildcaught and aquacultured oysters. The main 
results of the study regarding to couples was; even if women show negative attitude 
towards oysters, their intention to purchase is not different than men and couples 
influence on each other only occurs in positive way, which may mean that males’ 
positive attitude have influence on their partners.  
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The aim of this study was not to understand who is the main decision maker in 
specific travel components like previous research (Kim, Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 
2010; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & Tang, 2012), rather to analyze influence of couples on 
each other regarding to their attitude towards food and how similar the influence of their 
attitude on their intentions. Kozak and Duman (2012) found the significant influence of 
spouses’ satisfaction on each other, however since data was only collected from one 
spouse and they were asked to answer on behalf of the other spouse, results may not be 
accurate. On the other hand in this study by answering same questions individually, 
couples gave us this information without knowing the main aim of research. In this way 
the similarities of their answers even they are not aware of could be detected. 
While the significant difference between men and women was found in only 
affective attitude towards wildcaught oysters, it was different in both cognitive and 
affective attitude towards aquacultured oysters. In previous research the negative 
affective reactions were found to be stronger for women in consumption situations 
(Gohier et al., 2011; Derbaix & Pham, 1991). In this research women scored higher in 
both negative affective and cognitive attitude towards aquacultured oysters. In terms of 
wildcaught oysters their score was significantly higher than their partner only in negative 
affective attitude. Gender differences with regards to cognitive and affective attitude were 
observed in different shopping situations in daily life in previous research (Coley & 
Burgess, 2003; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995). Although, this research was conducted 
in a travel situation, general attitude towards oysters was measured. It was expected that 
evaluative aspect of attitude would be important as affective one. Literature shows that 
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women have stronger beliefs about health benefits of the fish consumption (Verbeke et 
al., 2005), however they have negative thoughts about the impacts of aquaculture on the 
environment (Mazur & Curtis, 2008). On the other hand men have stronger opinion on 
safety of saltwater-caught, ocean-caught and self-caught fish (Burger, 1998) and have 
stronger preference of wild fish (Cardoso, Lourenço, Costa, Gonçalves, & Nunes, 2013) 
compared to women. Also men are more risk takers with regards to try local food during 
vacation (Ryu & Han, 2010).  
In the context of travel food preference of women was based on its content and 
nutrient (Chang, 2014). According to previous research, women are more suspicious 
about seafood regardless of the source and functional aspects of food is important for 
them during travel. The results of this study support some of the findings in literature, as 
women’s affective attitude is more negative towards oysters compared to men no matter 
it was wildcaught or aquacultured. Oysters in general do create positive feelings for 
women as much as men. This may be the more expressive nature of women (Brody & 
Hall, 1993). However, the source matters when it comes to beliefs, as women’s cognitive 
attitude towards aquacultures oysters is more negative than men. Since functional aspects 
of food is more important for women (Chang, 2014), it was expected that the 
aquacultured which is also known as farm raised seafood would be less appealing for 
women due to the perception of its harmful aspects. On the other hand their negative 
attitude towards wildcaught oysters was not based on tangible aspects such as its 
harmfulness, but it was based on negative feelings.  
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The purpose of adding importance to the model is to analyze the situation in travel 
context, as attitude questions measured general attitude towards oysters. The gender 
difference in importance of eating oysters was supported only in a negative way. Eating 
aquacultured and wildcaught oysters during vacation is less important for women 
compared to men. This result shows that eating oysters is important for men, but they do 
not have strong opinion about it, as well as women. Also the intention to purchase oysters 
was not different for men and women. As a result, men have more positive attitude 
towards oysters in general, but in the context of travel their opinion is not stronger 
enough to trigger their intentions.  
The insignificance of the moderating impact of gender also supports this 
assumption, as the impact of attitude on importance and importance on intention does not 
differ between men and women. Even if women have more negative feelings and beliefs 
about oysters, their intention to purchase it during vacation is not different from men. 
While the mean of the intention to purchase aquacultured oysters was over four (neutral), 
it was under four for wildcaught oysters. The median and mode for wildcaught oysters is 
five and seven, it is three and one for aquacultured oysters. Even though the source of 
food has no moderating impact on relationships, the mean, median and mode values show 
that people have relatively higher intention to eat wildcaught oysters. Based on these 
results, it could be assumed that men’s positive attitude might encourage women to try 
wildcaught oysters and women’s negative attitude might lead men to avoid aquacultured 
oysters. However, only the influence of positive importance on intention was significant 
at couple level. Men’s positive attitude seems to be more dominant.  
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Kim, Eves and Scarles (2013) showed that women’s motivation to eat local food 
during travel was triggered by interpersonal relationship and males were looking for 
cultural experience. We can say that women are more in search of intangible side of food 
experience during travel, as they value interaction with their family within this 
experience. In this study, the questions were specifically attitude towards food which is 
tangible aspect of the local food experience. Since attitude is formed as a result of past 
experience (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), it might be specific to individual. However, the 
intention to purchase oysters may be their part of travel plan and they may have an 
agreement on those issues. Besides, the measurement of local food consumption in 
previous research (Kim, Eves, & Scarles, 2013) was vague, since local food consumption 
is a broad concept. Oysters were chosen as target food in this research to narrow down 
the concept and provide more accurate findings.  
Previous research on the impulsive buying behavior of women and men is 
contradictory depending on the context the research has done. While some research 
supported difference between the impulsiveness level of men and women depending on 
the product (Coley & Burgess, 2003; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 1995) and some others 
found no significant difference (Verplanken & Herabadi; 2001). This study aimed to 
measure the difference between men and women with regards to impulsiveness during 
vacation and no difference was found. Since the shopping behavior is different in a travel 
situation than daily life, both men and women might be a little more impulsive. Even if 
one of them may be more impulsive shopper in daily life, during travel they both may 
show higher impulsiveness. Figure 5.1 shows the impact of gender on other variables. 
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Note: *P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level. No significant difference for 
both sources shown by dashed lines.  
Figure 5.1 The Influence of Gender  
The influence of Attitude on Importance 
The second research question was ‘How do cognitive and affective attitudes 
influence importance of local oysters during vacation?’ Previous research indicates both 
affective and cognitive elements have influence on travel decisions (Walls, Okumus & 
Wang, 2011; Baloglu, 2000).  As it is seen on Figure 5.2, cognitive and affective attitude 
have influence on the importance of eating local oysters during travel both for 
aquacultured and wildcaught oysters. The impact of affective reactions was found to be 
stronger than cognitive ones on the attitude towards food in previous research (Letarte, 
Dubé, & Troche, 1997; Winkielman, Berridge, & Wilbarger, 2005). Olsen (2001) tested 
the influence of feelings and attitude on the importance of seafood in daily life and found 
negative feelings were more influential than attitude which was operationalized as 
positive beliefs and feelings on seafood consumption. This outcome was partly supported 
in this study. First, the importance of eating wildcaught oysters during vacation was 
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influenced by positive and negative affective attitude, but cognitive attitude has only 
impact in negative way for wildcaught oysters. So, we can say that for the people who 
have positive feelings and beliefs about aquacultured oysters, it is more important to eat 
them during their trip. However, in the case of wildcaught oysters, they want to eat them 
if they have positive feelings about wildcaught oysters, not beliefs.  
People only prefer to eat aquacultured oysters if they believe it has benefits and 
create positive feelings in them. On the other hand, they prefer to eat wildcaught oysters 
regardless of its perceived benefits. However, they avoid them if they think it is harmful 
and it creates negative feelings. In the case of wildcaught oysters, positive feelings about 
it are more important than its benefits for considering it to consume during vacation. 
Since affective and cognitive attitude has significant correlation in this study and as the 
impact of cognition on affect has been pointed out in previous research (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975), we could not ignore the influence of them on each other. When people 
think that aquacultured and wildcaught oysters are harmful, they may feel about them in a 
negative way which lead them not to eat oyster in their trip. But in terms of positive 
feelings, people who have positive beliefs about benefits of wildcaught oysters, may 
develop positive feelings, this may also increase the preference of wildcaught oysters. 
But positive beliefs alone are not enough to create willingness to consume wildcaught 
oysters.  
The second outcome of the study supporting previous literature is the difference 
between regression coefficients; while there is no difference in regression coefficients of 
positive affective and positive cognitive attitude for both sources, the regression 
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coefficient of negative affective attitude is significantly higher than regression coefficient 
of negative cognitive attitude towards aquacultured oysters. Negative emotions are more 
powerful than negative beliefs in determining the importance of eating them during 
vacation. Departing from the previous research findings (Primavera, 2006; Mazur & 
Curtis, 2008; Nimmo, Cappell Huntington, & Grant, 2011) it could be concluded that the 
negative perspective towards aquaculture and the lack of knowledge on aquaculture 
(Feucht & Zander, 2015; Verbeke et al., 2005) would lead people based their decisions on 
emotional reactions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: *P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level, 1 significant at Level 1, 2 
Significant at level 2 
Figure 5.2 Relationship between Attitude and Importance  
Since the influence of impulsive buying occurs through affect (Beatty & Ferrell, 
1998), the moderating impact of impulsiveness only on the relationship between affective 
attitude and importance was tested (Figure 5.3). Previous research showed that both 
positive and negative feelings trigger impulsive buying (Youn & Faber, 2000; Rook, 
1987). Results supported the moderating impact of impulsiveness only on negative 
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variables. The relationship between negative affective attitude and negative importance 
of eating wildcaught oysters is stronger for the people with low levels of impulsiveness. 
The people with low level of impulsiveness will be more cautious about what they eat 
and their negative feelings may be stronger on their decisions compared to people who 
have high impulsiveness. On the other hand people with high impulsiveness was 
expected to base their decisions to feelings, but it is not the case for negative feelings. 
The moderating impact of impulsiveness was not significant for aquacultured oysters in 
positive or negative way. The impulsiveness scale was adapted from the one used to 
measure shopping behavior in daily life. More accurate scale aiming to measure food 
purchase behavior during travel would have resulted in different results.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:*P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level 
Figure 5.3 The Moderating Impact of Impulsiveness  
The results discussed so far was within level which means the difference between 
individuals, to understand the differences between couples we need to look at the 
between level results. In previous studies women were found to be more influential on 
food decisions during travel (Kim, Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010; Chen, Lehto, 
Behnke, & Tang, 2012). But in these studies disagreement between couples’ answers was 
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found. Since in this study there was not a direct question about the decisions, the 
influence of couples on each other aimed to be detected by interdependency of answers 
and it was expected that the relationships between attitude and importance would vary at 
couple level. However, none of the relationships were significant at second level. This 
may be due to the personal nature of attitude and impulsiveness variables. Even if it was 
assumed that couples would have influence on each other’s food preference during 
vacation, the importance of eating oysters is still an individual decision. Since there is no 
action or intention towards food involved at this stage, couples might answered questions 
based on their personal opinion rather than an agreement on food choice. The aim of third 
research question is to understand if these variables would lead to a potential action 
towards the object by involving the intention variable to the model. 
The Influence of Importance on Intention 
The third research question was ‘How does importance of eating local oysters 
influence the intention to purchase local oysters?’ Results indicate the stronger influence 
of positive importance on intention than negative importance. The influence of attitude 
on intention to try local cuisine was found in previous studies (Phillips, Asperin, & 
Wolfe, 2013; Ryu & Han, 2010). While Phillips, Asperin and Wolfe (2013) measured 
attitude towards consuming local cuisine on daily life, on the other hand Ryu and Han 
(2010) measured attitude towards trying local cuisine during vacation. The studies 
looking at the influence of attitude on seafood consumption were limited to daily life 
(Olsen, 2001; Thorsdottir et al., 2012).  
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In this study since general attitude towards oysters was measured, the importance 
of eating oysters during vacation was added to create a link between attitude and 
intention. The importance of eating both types of oysters has influence on intention to 
purchase in positive and negative way (Figure 5.4). Results show that the influence of 
positive importance is stronger compared to negative importance. The case is same for 
aquacultured and wildcaught oysters. People who has positive approach to oysters 
regardless of its source, have higher tendency to consume it during vacation. According 
to Cohen and Avieli (2004) tourists may be unwilling to try local food due to hygiene 
factors. Negative opinions about oysters are the impediments to consume oysters, 
however their impact are not strong as positive ones. People with positive opinions are 
more driven to try local oysters.  
Since this research question aimed to answer the influence of personal variables 
(attitude and importance) on intention, it was expected the variation would not be limited 
to individual level. The influence of opinions of family members on travel decisions 
(Hernández-Méndez, Muñoz-Leiva, & Sánchez-Fernández, 2013; Kozak, 2010) and 
increase in joint decisions (Mottia & Quinn, 2004; Litvin, Xu, & Kang, 2004) were 
measured. Unlike previous studies, in this study the influence of family members on each 
other was not tested by asking direct questions. At the couple level the influence of 
positive importance on intention was significant at both sources, negative importance did 
not have significant impact for either of them. Attitude and importance are personal 
variables and the relationship between them do not vary at couple level. When couples 
intent to act in a certain way, they only influence each other positively. Level 2 
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regression coefficient of positive importance is significantly higher than Level 1 
regression coefficient for wildcaught oysters, meaning the positive impact of couples on 
each other strengthens the tendency of purchasing wildcaught oysters. As it was 
discussed earlier, women showed higher negative attitude towards oysters, so men may 
have positive influence on their wives’ intention to purchase oysters during vacation. 
Women was found to be the main decision maker regarding to food during vacation in 
previous studies (Kim, Choi, Agrusa, Wang, & Kim, 2010; Chen, Lehto, Behnke, & 
Tang, 2012). However, this study supported the influence of men on their wives with 
regards to seafood consumption during vacation. 
 
 
 
  
 
Note: *P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level, 1 significant at Level 1, 2 
Significant at level 2 
Figure 5.4 The Influence of Importance on Intention 
The Role of Source of Food 
The fourth sets of hypotheses aimed to answer the question ‘What is the role of 
source of food in relation to the importance of eating local oysters?’ Since source of food 
is not a variable in this framework, a different approach was conducted to answer this 
question. Each relationship in the model was constrained for each cultures to see if there 
these relationships differ based on the source of food. Due to negative perception towards 
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aquaculture and farm raised fish (Nimmo, Cappell, Huntington, & Grant, 2011; Cardoso, 
Lourenço, Costa, Gonçalves & Nunes, 2013) and emergence of green values among 
tourists (Whitmarsh & Palmieri 2011), it was expected that the relationship between 
negative values and intention would be stronger for aquacultured oysters. However, the 
moderating impact of source of food was not found significant in any relationships. 
Previous research emphasizes the lack of knowledge among customers with regards to 
benefits and risks of seafood (Verbeke et al., 2005; Burger, 1998) and aquaculture 
(Feucht & Zander, 2015). This study was specifically on oysters, rather than fish, the 
knowledge on the differences between aquacultured and wildcaught oysters might not go 
beyond some prejudice about farm raised seafood. However, respondents feelings as well 
as their beliefs towards aquacultured and wildcaught oysters were not different. The lack 
of knowledge did not lead any negative feelings specifically towards aquacultured 
oysters.  
The Role of Age 
The last research question was: ‘How do the local oyster consumption intention 
and factors influencing it differ between individuals and couples of different ages?’ The 
findings show that older couples influence each other in positive way. Previous research 
indicated the higher rates of fish consumption among older people due to health benefits 
(Verbeke et al., 2005; Myrland, Trondsen, Johnston, & Lund, 2000). In travel situation 
older people prefer more familiar food, seek less novelty and have high risk avoidance 
(Chang, 2014). In accordance with the literature as age increases the importance of eating 
wildcaught and aquacultured oysters increase. However, this increase only occurs at 
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couple level. There are no difference at individual or couple level in terms of negative 
importance of eating wildcaught or aquacultured oysters. Eating oyster during vacation 
may be an insignificant decision in a couple’s life, however from the results it could still 
be interpreted that as couples get older they influence each other’s opinions only in a 
positive way. But this influence was not seen in their decisions, as age increases intention 
to purchase wildcaught oysters increase at only individual level. Since younger people 
consume less seafood and they do not have strong beliefs about the health benefits, 
consuming aquacultured and wildcaught oysters may not make difference for them. On 
the other hand older people may be more cautious about health aspect and avoid 
aquacultured seafood, so they have higher intention to purchase wildcaught oysters.  
Age has moderating impact on the relationship between positive cognitive attitude 
and positive importance of eating wildcaught oysters at individual level. The impact of 
the positive cognitive attitude on positive importance was strongest among older people. 
On the other hand the relationship between positive affective attitude and positive 
importance of eating aquacultured oysters was moderated by age. The strongest 
relationship between these two variables was among people over 60. As attitude was 
based on past experience (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), it was expected that older people’s 
attitude will higher influence on their travel decisions. As previously mentioned the lack 
of knowledge on aquacultured oysters may lead decisions based on feelings. In this case, 
results show that the lack of knowledge was seen more among older people, as their 
feelings played more important role on the importance of aquacultured oysters. On the 
contrary, beliefs were more important determinant than feelings in terms of wildcaught 
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oysters. As a result in general older people had more positive approach to wildcaught and 
aquacultured oysters. Figure 5.5 and 5.6 show the impact of age on other variables and its 
moderating impact on relationships. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:*P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level. No significant difference for 
both sources shown by dashed lines, 1 significant at Level 1, 2 Significant at level 2 
 
Figure 5.5 The Direct Influence of Age  
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Note: *P-value is significant at .05 level, **P-value is significant at .01 level. No significant difference for 
both cultures shown by dashed lines 
Figure 5.6 Moderating Influence of Age  
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The most important results of the research would be summarized as;  
 Even if women show negative attitude towards oysters, their intention to 
purchase is not different than their partner. The relationship between 
positive attitude and positive importance was significant at couple level. 
This may mean that males’ positive attitude influence their partners.  
 Positive variables have stronger impact than negative variables on 
intention.  
 There is no significant difference between wildcaught and aquacultured 
oysters in the relationships between attitude, importance and intention. 
 As people get older they influence their spouse’s intention in more 
positive way. 
Implications 
The implications for this study is offered in three ways; theoretical, 
methodological and practical. Theoretical implications will be based on the results of 
using modified Theory of Reasoned Action to explain tourist decision making process 
with regards to food. The application of Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) to analyze 
the interdependency of couples’ decisions will be discussed as methodological 
implications. The practical implications will include recommendations for tourism 
marketers, CVB and aquaculture industry in South Carolina Region. 
Theoretical Implications 
According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) attitude does not predict any given 
action, as there has to be a correspondence in between them. Attitude towards behavior is 
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influential on intention to act rather than attitude towards an object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 
1975). Since attitude towards oysters rather than attitude towards an action including 
oysters was measured in this study, importance of eating oysters was added to the model 
to create the link between attitude and intention. By adding importance of eating oysters 
during vacation, this research focused on decisions during leisure travel rather than daily 
life. 
The proposed model for this study has been modified due to low fit indices of first 
measurement models. Cognitive and affective attitude and importance were not measured 
in semantic differential scale, as some scales do not contain exact opposite items. 
Because of this each variable had both positive and negative items and separating them 
into positive and negative factors resulted in better fit indices. Besides the impact of 
positive variables was found to be stronger compared to negative ones. It was empirically 
supported that testing of the antecedents of intention in positive and negative way would 
create more accurate results and provide more specific information on the process.  
The influence of group was taken into consideration in some of the decision 
making models (Van Raaij & Francken, 1984; Moutinho, 1987). Van Raaij and Francken 
(1984) integrate interaction process in their model. The model developed for this study 
does not include the group influence as a variable, however the main aim was to 
understand group influence through the measurement of relationships at two levels. In 
this way a new approach to integrate the group influence in travel decision making 
models was offered.  
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The moderating impact of impulsiveness was expected in only the relationship 
between affective attitude and importance, as previous research suggests that impulse 
buying occurs as a consequence of feelings (Rook, 1987; Beatty & Ferrell, 1998; Miao, 
2011). The main aim of including impulsiveness in the model was to make it a better 
predictor of tourist behavior. Since the model was applied to travel situation 
impulsiveness of tourists would be a good predictor, as consumption during travel is 
mostly for pleasure. The moderating role of impulsiveness was only supported for 
wildcaught oysters for negative variables, it is worth to integrate impulsiveness in travel 
decision making process in future studies. This study built upon the Theory of Reasoned 
Action to analyze factors influencing tourists’ decisions regarding to local food and 
empirically tested it among tourists visiting South Carolina. It could be further tested 
among tourists groups visiting different regions.  
Methodological Implications 
One of the purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of tourists’ 
decision making process by using HLM as data analyzing technique. The advantages of 
HLM was emphasized by many authors. One of them is more precise estimation of errors 
due to the consideration of interdependency of each case (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1988). 
The difference between single level model and multi-level model shows that error 
estimations in multi-level model were more accurate. While some relationships at Level 1 
were not significant in single level model, in multi-level model they were. Gender was 
not measured at both levels, however the influence of it on some variables at within level 
was significant in only multi-level model. As a result the multi-level model provided 
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more reliable hypothesis testing results and lower the chance of Type 1 and Type 2 
errors.  
High Inter-class correlation between variables indicated the cases in this study 
were dependent on each other. For example the influence of age on positive importance 
was not significant at within (individual) level, but it was at between (couple) level, 
meaning the difference between couples in terms of positive importance was significant, 
but individuals within couple was not different from each other. The results of multi-level 
model were more useful to interpret the data as the significance of relationships between 
positive importance and intention at both levels, shows that people who have positive 
opinions on oysters have higher willingness to consume it during vacation and also they 
influence their partner’s intention only in a positive way.  
Due to the normality issues, some cases had to be deleted from the data and the 
group numbers became uneven. Because of this HLM was appropriate data analyzing 
method for this study as it solves the problems such as, uneven group numbers and small 
numbers per group (Sibthorp et al., 2004).  
This study distinguished itself form previous studies by collecting data from all 
members of the group who are travelling together and analyzing the data by taking into 
consideration the interdependency of their answers. As a result in this study HLM was 
proved to be a better alternative to analyze such kinds of data. 
Practical Implications 
In addition to its theoretical and methodological contributions, this study was 
designed to provide information on tourist perception to tourism and aquaculture 
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stakeholders in South Carolina Region to support their collaboration which will create 
economic benefits to the region. Results of the study showed that women have negative 
feelings towards oysters regardless of its source, however their intention to eat oysters 
does not differ from men. Stronger impact of positive variables at couple level indicates 
the influence of couple’s on each other’s decisions. Mainly even couples have different 
attitude towards and object, they may make joint decisions. Since men have already 
positive attitude towards oysters, women should be the main target for the regional 
tourism campaigns. Women experience wider variety of feelings than men (Brody & 
Hall, 1993) and in this study women’s negative feelings were stronger. Obviously oysters 
are not appealing to them. The presentation of food is important as well as the quality of 
food. Women has negative beliefs and feelings towards aquacultured oysters. Beliefs 
about aquaculture might be changed by emphasizing positive aspects of it. However, to 
change the positioning of wildcaught oysters in women’s minds, positive feelings it 
created should be addressed. The travel website or the restaurants themselves should try 
to improve presentation of it to cater all senses by emphasizing intangible aspects.  
The reason for the negative attitude towards aquacultured oysters is mainly the 
lack of knowledge. The informational interactive tours could be organized to create a 
positive image of aquaculture activities in the region. The main target market of these 
tours should be families, as their seafood consumption behavior is dependent on each 
other. Interactive tours would also be appealing to families to have a memorable 
experience of sharing. Another target group for these tours could be older people, as 
study indicates older couples have positive approach to both types of oysters, however 
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their intention is higher only for wildcaught oysters. Since, DINKS (double income no 
kids) and empty nesters have higher budget for travel (Carr, 2010), they will be willing to 
pay more for these kinds of activities. The average age of couples in the study was 45 and 
majority of them was not travelling with their kids. Fishing trips or an informational trip 
to an aquaculture facility would be attractive for them, since they will have plenty of time 
due to absence of kids. 
The information on aquaculture could be disseminated by DMOs and NGOs’ 
website, social media, pamphlets and brochures. NOAA’s website includes some 
information on aquaculture and farm raised fish. A link to this website could be provided 
by Charleston and Beaufort webpages or more specific information on the regional 
aquaculture and fishing activities could be given. The sustainable practices in aquaculture 
industry could be emphasized to reinforce the positive attitude towards aquaculture and 
create a demand for aquacultured products. In this way, local restaurants and hotels 
would be willing to buy local aquacultured seafood directly from producers and sell them 
under their brand name. This would create credibility for the product and contribute to 
the dining experience of tourists who will spread positive word of mouth to through 
online blogs and social media. ‘Single Lady’ oysters which are aquacultured, is one 
successful example of product positioning in Charleston area. Local government should 
support sustainable aquaculture activities in the region, to create more aquacultured 
seafood brands which is strong enough to attract tourists to specific restaurants who are 
selling local seafood.  
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On the other hand, wildcaught seafood should not be ignored in marketing 
campaigns, as many people are still in favor of them over aquacultured seafood. The 
important information which should be conveyed to tourists, is the necessity of 
aquaculture industry to prevent overfishing and depleting natural resources, if it was 
applied in right way. Tourists should still have the option of wildcaught seafood, however 
if the awareness of how their choices would influence local economy and local people, is 
created, they will be more conscious in their decisions. 
It would be not realistic to advise Charleston and Beaufort tourism bureaus to 
base their marketing campaigns on the positioning of aquacultured seafood. However, 
eating fresh seafood is one of the main activities for tourists in coastal regions. By 
collaborating with the seafood producers in the region an environment could be created 
for tourists to taste fresh local seafood. There are seafood festivals in the region where 
people can enjoy seafood. However, these events are held once a year and demand could 
not be met due to high number of visitors. The estimation of the production scale of 
aquacultured seafood will be more accurate, so events could be organized in aquaculture 
farms to create awareness and to offer an authentic experience which is called ‘farm to 
fork’ to the tourists.  
Limitations 
The first limitation of this study was the exclusion of same sex couples due to the 
research question on gender differences. Even if it was included in the sample, the 
collection of data should be extended to other regions in USA with higher rate of LGBT 
tourism as the chance of encountering same sex couples in the research area was very 
146 
 
 
low. This study was conducted as a part of bigger project funded by NOAA, it was not 
possible to extend the research area within project budget and there was time limitation. 
The aim of the main project was to assess public knowledge on aquaculture, so the main 
target food of the study has to be limited to oysters which have aquacultured and 
wildcaught options. The participants of the study were limited to people who eat oysters.  
Some limitations were detected during data collection process. The couples with 
small children were reluctant to fill the questionnaire, since they have to deal with their 
children. Majority of respondents were not travelling with their children, so the influence 
of children was not taken into consideration. The interaction between couples while they 
were filling out the questionnaire could not be totally prevented. Couples were asked to 
fill questionnaire separately, however it was not appropriate to ask them get away from 
their partner while filling it. 
Another limitation was the assessment knowledge on local food among tourists. 
Some restaurants give information on the source of the seafood, however they are very 
few in number. Tourists may not know if they are eating local food or not. However, this 
study only measured intention rather than the actual behavior, as data was collected 
during vacation. The correlation between intention and behavior could not be calculated. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
This study aimed to explain tourist decisions with regards to seafood with a 
conceptual model based on Theory of Reasoned Action. This model could be applied in 
future studies for the other types of local food, such as agricultural products and also for 
other kinds of travel decisions such as destination, accommodation, transportation, leisure 
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activities, etc… The investigation of the influence of attitude and importance on intention 
in positive and negative way provided more accurate results. The influence of positive 
variables were found to be stronger. Future studies should take into consideration to test 
these variables in positive and negative way to see which one is more important 
determinant of intention and behavior.  
HLM was proved to be a better alternative to analyze the influence of tourists on 
each other’s intention in travel situation. HLM could be used to explain tourist’s intention 
and actual behavior within a group context. By interviewing all family members the 
influence of children could also be taken into consideration. Also families in different 
stages of family life cycle could be compared in future studies. The comparison also 
could be made between couples by including same sex couples to the sample. The most 
common tourist groups are families, however there are other groups to be explored such 
as friends, school groups, church groups, etc…  
The food experience during travel is composed of tangible and intangible 
elements. Only tangible element of this experience; the food itself was taken into 
consideration. Intangible elements of eating during vacation, such as atmosphere, 
friendliness of people, service and could be analyzed. Daily eating habits of people may 
have influence on their food preference during vacation. The frequency of eating that 
specific food could be added to the model as a predictor to see if people are more open to 
new tastes during travel.  
Age and gender were two main demographic factors in this study. The gender 
differences in attitude towards oysters and couple’s influence on each other on their 
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intentions are important points for further exploration. Gender difference in actual 
behavior and its moderating impact of the relationship between intention and behavior 
could be analyzed. In terms of age, future research could look at the differences in other 
types of local food, to understand the positive approach is towards seafood or localness of 
food. Income is important determinant for travel decisions of families. Influence of other 
demographic variables would also provide valuable information. The dining preferences 
of families with different income levels could be compared. The perception of individuals 
towards aquacultured and wildcaught seafood may differ between people with different 
levels of education. The relationship between education level and preference of local 
food could be further investigated. The influence of knowledge on aquaculture vs. 
wildcaught food would be another variable influencing the attitude and intention.  
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APPENDIX A 
Informed Consent for Pilot Study 
Information about Being in a Research Study 
Clemson University 
Perceptions of Marine Aquaculture in Coastal Tourist Destinations in the US Southeastern 
Region 
Description of the Study and Your Part in It 
William (Bill) Norman is inviting you to take part in a research study.  Bill is a Professor in the 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management  and the lead Principal Investigator 
on this project.  Laura Jodice is assisting Bill Norman with coordinating this study.  Guliz Coskun 
is a research assistant for this study, she will be interviewing couples about their food choice 
during travel. 
The purpose of this study to examine your understanding of local food and seafood and your 
decision-making about food in the destination you visited on a trip to the South Carolina Coast. 
Information from the interviews will be used in development of a consumer survey, targeting 
tourists in the communities that have been selected for this study. Interview results will be 
included in a summary report and shared with SC Sea Grant and National Sea Grant. 
Your part in the study will be to answer interview questions regarding your perceptions about the 
the role of local food and seafood during your visit to the South Carolina coast. The interviews 
will occur with both members of the couple at the same time, for 60 minutes at a time that you are 
available between April 7 and 15. The interview questions will be composed of close ended and 
open ended questions. The interviewer will take notes on your responses and give you an 
opportunity to clarify your responses. The response of interviewees will also be recorded by 
digital audio recorder (if all both members of the couple agree to audio-recording). The results 
will be used to inform development of a consumer survey. 
Risks and Discomforts 
We do not know of any risks or discomforts to you in this research study. 
Possible Benefits 
The project is designed to help seafood, tourism and recreation focused businesses and 
organizations explore the best strategies for taking advantage of seafood products in coastal 
tourism destinations. The study results could be used in the future for strategic planning and/or 
for prioritizing investment and funding requests. 
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality 
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy and confidentiality. We will not tell 
anybody outside of the research team that you were in this study or what information we collected 
about you in particular. Focus group results, notes and digital recordings will be kept in a secure 
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filing cabinet and password protected computer under control of the Principal Investigator and the 
research team.  These documents and recordings will be kept confidential by the research team 
and destroyed 5 years after the end of the study. Results that are made public (through reports, 
peer-reviewed publications and presentations) will be summaries only and your identity will not 
be linked with any of the results. The summary report will include a map of seafood related 
businesses and organzations and this may include your business and related information based on 
only publically available information. The members of the research team will not use the audio-
recordings or interview notes for purposes other than those specified in this consenting process, 
unless additional consent is secured from the participant prior to any additional use. 
 
Choosing to Be in the Study 
You do not have to be in this study. You may choose not to take part and you may choose to stop 
taking part at any time. You will not be punished in any way if you decide not to be in the study 
or to stop taking part in the study.   
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact 
Bill Norman at Clemson University at 864-656-2060. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about your rights in this research study, please contact the 
Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-6460 or 
irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area, please use the ORC’s 
toll-free number, 866-297-3071. 
 
Consent 
 
I have read this form and have been allowed to ask any questions I might have. I agree to take 
part in this study.  
 
Participant #1  signature: ____________________________________ Date: 
_________________ 
 
Participant #2 signature: ____________________________________ Date: 
_________________ 
 
A copy of this form will be given to you. 
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APPENDIX B 
Pilot Study Questionnaire 
Section 1: Feelings about local food 
 
a) The following section aims to understand your feelings about different local foods In South 
Carolina Coastal areas. For each food item please indicate how much do you agree the 
statements below from 1 (not at all) to 7 (definitely). 
 
Eating WILD CAUGHT OYSTERS makes me feel… 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sorrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nauseated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Eating AQUACULTURED OYSTERS makes me feel… 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sorrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nauseated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Eating WILDCAUGHT CLAMS makes me feel… 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sorrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nauseated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Eating AQUACULTURED CLAMS makes me feel… 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sorrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nauseated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Eating GRITS makes me feel… 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sorrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nauseated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 2: Thoughts about local food 
 
a) The following section aims to understand your thoughts about different local foods In South 
Carolina Coastal areas. For each food item please indicate how much do you agree the 
statements below from 1 (not at all) to 7 (definitely). 
 
I think eating WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS is 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
A wise choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A foolish choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bad for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beneficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inexpensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I think eating AQUACULTURED OYSTERS is 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
A wise choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A foolish choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bad for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beneficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inexpensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I think eating WILDCAUGHT CLAMS is 
 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
A wise choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A foolish choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Bad for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beneficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inexpensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I think eating AQUACULTURED CLAMS is 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
A wise choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A foolish choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bad for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beneficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inexpensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I think eating GRITS is 
 
 Not at all Neutral Definitely 
A wise choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A foolish choice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bad for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beneficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inexpensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 3: Impulsiveness 
The following statements are about your impulsiveness. Please indicate your agreement with EACH of the 
following statements, on a scale of 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”. (Please circle one) 
 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree  Slightly 
Disagree 
Neither Slightly 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
I often buy things 
spontaneously 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘Just do it’ describes 
the way I buy things 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I often buy things 
without thinking 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘I see it, I buy it’ 
describes me 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘Buy now, think about 
it later’ describes me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sometimes, I feel like 
buying things on the 
spur-of- the-moment 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I buy things according 
to how I feel at the 
moment 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I carefully plan most 
of my purchases 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sometimes I am a bit 
reckless about what I 
buy 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 4: Local Food Involvement 
This section aims to understand the local food involvement during vacation for you.  
Please rate the following foods according to the attributes listed below from -3 to 3 based on your last 
travel to the South Carolina Coast. (For example, if it was very important to eat wild caught oysters in your 
last trip to South Carolina Coast, rate 3) 
WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS 
Unimportant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Important 
Boring  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Interesting 
Irrelevant  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Relevant 
Unexciting -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Exciting 
Means nothing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Means a lot to me 
Unappealing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Appealing 
Mundane -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Fascinating 
Worthless -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Valuable 
Uninvolving -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Involving 
Not Needed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Needed 
 
AQUACULTURED OYSTERS 
Unimportant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Important 
Boring  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Interesting 
Irrelevant  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Relevant 
Unexciting -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Exciting 
Means nothing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Means a lot to me 
Unappealing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Appealing 
Mundane -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Fascinating 
Worthless -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Valuable 
Uninvolving -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Involving 
Not Needed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Needed 
 
WILDCAUGHT CLAMS 
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Unimportant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Important 
Boring  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Interesting 
Irrelevant  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Relevant 
Unexciting -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Exciting 
Means nothing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Means a lot to me 
Unappealing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Appealing 
Mundane -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Fascinating 
Worthless -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Valuable 
Uninvolving -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Involving 
Not Needed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  Needed 
 
AQUACULTURED CLAMS 
Unimportant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Important 
Boring  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Interesting 
Irrelevant  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Relevant 
Unexciting -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Exciting 
Means nothing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Means a lot to me 
Unappealing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Appealing 
Mundane -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Fascinating 
Worthless -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Valuable 
Uninvolving -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Involving 
Not Needed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Needed 
 
GRITS 
Unimportant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Important 
Boring  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Interesting 
Irrelevant  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Relevant 
Unexciting -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Exciting 
Means nothing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Means a lot to me 
Unappealing  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Appealing 
Mundane -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Fascinating 
Worthless -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Valuable 
Uninvolving -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Involving 
Not Needed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Needed 
 
Section 5: Intention to Purchase Local Food  
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This section is about your intention to purchase local food while you are at the South Carolina Coast. For 
each food item please indicate how much do you agree the statements below from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 
7 (Strongly agree). 
Prior to our trip to South Carolina Coast, I have intended to eat following foods at the destination if they 
were available. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 
Neither Slightly 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Wild caught oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Wild caught clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Grits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Prior to our trip to South Carolina Coast, I have I thought that I would likely eat the following foods at the 
destination if they were available. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 
Neither Slightly 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Wild caught oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Wild caught clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Grits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Prior to our trip to South Carolina Coast, I have thought that I would try to eat following foods at the 
destination if they were available. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Slightly 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Wild caught oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured oysters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Wild caught clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aquacultured clams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Grits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 5: Demographic Information 
1. What is your gender? 
       1) Male                                2) Female 
2. What is your age? _________________ 
 
3. What is the highest level of education you have completed (Please check one). 
1) Less than high school                 2) High school             3) Some college 
4) College graduate                         5) Master’s Degree       6) PhD Degree 
 
4. What is your employment occupation? ________________________________________ 
 
5. What is your relationship status?  
1) Single (in a relationship) 
2) Engaged                                       
3) Married (no children) 
4) Married (with children) 
5) Other____________ 
 
6. What is your approximate income before taxes? 
1. Under 10,000                                
2. 10,000-14,999                  
3. 15,000-24,999 
4. 25,000-34,999                 
5. 35, 000- 49, 999    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                  
6. 50,000-74,999 
7. 75,000-99,999 
8. 100,000-149,999 
9. 150,000-199,999 
10. 200,000 and more
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APPENDIX C 
Descriptive Results of Items in Pilot Study 
Descriptive Statistics 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
WODELIGHTED 22 1.00 7.00 3.7727 2.44816 
WOSAD 21 1.00 7.00 1.7143 1.61688 
WOHAPPY 21 1.00 7.00 4.0476 2.24669 
WOANNOYED 21 1.00 7.00 1.6190 1.62715 
WOCALM 20 1.00 7.00 3.1000 1.80351 
WOTENSE 21 1.00 7.00 1.8095 1.69172 
WOEXCITED 21 1.00 7.00 3.5238 2.29388 
WOBORED 21 1.00 7.00 1.7619 1.60950 
WORELAXED 21 1.00 7.00 3.0476 1.90987 
WOANGRY 21 1.00 4.00 1.3333 .91287 
WOJOY 20 1.00 7.00 3.3000 2.15455 
WOSORROW 21 1.00 4.00 1.2857 .90238 
WOSATISFIED 22 1.00 7.00 4.0455 2.08115 
WONAUSEATED 21 1.00 7.00 2.7619 2.38547 
AODELIGHTED 22 1.00 7.00 3.2273 1.95014 
AOSAD 21 1.00 7.00 1.8571 1.76878 
AOHAPPY 21 1.00 7.00 3.2857 1.90113 
AOANNOYED 21 1.00 7.00 2.0952 1.89486 
AOCALM 21 1.00 4.00 2.5238 1.50396 
AOTENSE 21 1.00 7.00 2.2381 1.99762 
AOEXCITED 21 1.00 7.00 3.0476 2.06098 
AOBORED 21 1.00 7.00 2.0000 1.84391 
AORELAXED 21 1.00 5.00 2.2857 1.61688 
AOANGRY 21 1.00 7.00 1.7619 1.64027 
AOJOY 21 1.00 7.00 2.8095 1.96517 
AOSORROW 21 1.00 5.00 1.3810 1.07127 
AOSATISFIED 22 1.00 7.00 3.2273 1.92556 
AONAUSEATED 21 1.00 7.00 2.4762 2.37948 
WCDELIGHTED 23 1.00 7.00 4.0870 2.13015 
WCSAD 21 1.00 7.00 1.6190 1.53219 
WCHAPPY 21 1.00 7.00 3.9524 1.90987 
WCANNOYED 21 1.00 7.00 1.8571 1.79682 
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WCCALM 21 1.00 7.00 2.9524 1.71686 
WCTENSE 21 1.00 7.00 2.0000 1.84391 
WCEXCITED 21 1.00 7.00 3.6667 2.10555 
WCBORED 21 1.00 7.00 1.8095 1.60060 
WCRELAXED 21 1.00 7.00 3.1429 1.79682 
WCANGRY 21 1.00 7.00 1.5714 1.53530 
WCJOY 21 1.00 7.00 3.3333 2.03306 
WCSORROW 21 1.00 7.00 1.6190 1.53219 
WCSATISFIED 21 1.00 7.00 4.0000 2.00000 
WCNAUSEATED 21 1.00 7.00 2.4762 2.31558 
ACDELIGHTED 22 1.00 6.00 3.1818 1.86793 
ACSAD 21 1.00 7.00 1.8095 1.69172 
ACHAPPY 21 1.00 6.00 3.2381 1.67047 
ACANNOYED 21 1.00 7.00 2.1429 1.82444 
ACCALM 21 1.00 4.00 2.7619 1.44585 
ACTENSE 21 1.00 7.00 2.3333 2.03306 
ACEXCITED 21 1.00 6.00 2.8571 1.85164 
ACBORED 21 1.00 7.00 2.0952 1.67047 
ACRELAXED 21 1.00 5.00 2.6190 1.49921 
ACANGRY 21 1.00 7.00 1.7619 1.70014 
ACJOY 21 1.00 6.00 2.7143 1.79284 
ACSORROW 21 1.00 7.00 1.8571 1.71131 
ACSATISFIED 22 1.00 6.00 3.3636 1.78740 
ACNAUSEATED 21 1.00 7.00 2.2381 2.09535 
GDELIGHTED 23 1.00 7.00 4.9565 1.91829 
GSAD 21 1.00 1.00 1.0000 .00000 
GHAPPY 21 1.00 7.00 5.1429 1.55839 
GANNOYED 22 1.00 4.00 1.1818 .66450 
GCALM 22 1.00 7.00 3.3636 1.86562 
GTENSE 22 1.00 4.00 1.4545 1.05683 
GEXCITED 22 1.00 7.00 4.4545 1.92050 
GBORED 22 1.00 4.00 1.3182 .89370 
GRELAXED 22 1.00 7.00 3.5909 2.06234 
GANGRY 22 1.00 4.00 1.2727 .88273 
GJOY 22 1.00 7.00 4.3182 1.78316 
GSORROW 22 1.00 4.00 1.1364 .63960 
GSATISFIED 23 1.00 7.00 5.0870 1.95199 
GNAUSEATED 22 1.00 4.00 1.3182 .89370 
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WOWISE 24 1.00 7.00 4.7083 2.03190 
WOFOOLISH 22 1.00 7.00 2.4545 2.04071 
WOGOODHEALTH 24 1.00 7.00 4.2083 1.79320 
WOBADHEALTH 22 1.00 7.00 2.6364 2.05971 
WOBENEFICIAL 23 1.00 7.00 3.9565 1.71830 
WOHARMFUL 22 1.00 7.00 2.6818 1.91203 
WOSAFE 23 1.00 7.00 4.2609 1.81452 
WOUNSAFE 22 1.00 7.00 3.0909 1.97386 
WOVALUABLE 22 1.00 7.00 3.8182 1.59273 
WOWORTHLESS 22 1.00 7.00 2.6364 1.81385 
WOEXPENSIVE 22 1.00 7.00 4.7727 1.47783 
WOINEXPENSIVE 23 1.00 6.00 2.4783 1.47308 
WOTASTY 24 1.00 7.00 4.6250 2.12260 
WONTASTY 22 1.00 7.00 2.7727 2.18069 
WONUTRITIOUS 23 1.00 7.00 4.3913 1.85225 
WONNUTRITIOUS 22 1.00 7.00 2.6364 2.05971 
AOWISE 24 1.00 7.00 3.8333 2.01444 
AOFOOLISH 22 1.00 7.00 2.6818 2.10184 
AOGOODHEALTH 24 1.00 6.00 3.7083 1.85283 
AOBADHEALTH 22 1.00 7.00 3.0909 2.15824 
AOBENEFICIAL 23 1.00 7.00 3.8696 1.93777 
AOHARMFUL 22 1.00 7.00 3.0000 2.02367 
AOSAFE 24 1.00 7.00 4.1667 1.83366 
AOUNSAFE 22 1.00 7.00 2.9091 2.04495 
AOVALUABLE 23 1.00 6.00 3.7826 1.41282 
AOWORTHLESS 22 1.00 7.00 2.7727 1.65994 
AOEXPENSIVE 22 1.00 7.00 4.2273 1.50971 
AOINEXPENSIVE 23 1.00 6.00 2.8261 1.46636 
AOTASTY 23 1.00 7.00 3.8261 1.99208 
AONTASTY 23 1.00 7.00 3.3043 2.16238 
AONUTRITIOUS 24 1.00 7.00 4.0000 1.74456 
AONNUTRITIOUS 22 1.00 7.00 3.0000 2.07020 
WCWISE 24 1.00 7.00 4.3750 2.12260 
WCFOOLISH 22 1.00 7.00 2.4545 1.99350 
WCGOODHEALTH 24 1.00 6.00 4.2917 1.87615 
WCBADHEALTH 22 1.00 7.00 2.8182 2.03859 
WCBENEFICIAL 24 1.00 6.00 4.0417 1.87615 
WCHARMFUL 22 1.00 7.00 2.6364 1.91598 
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WCSAFE 24 1.00 7.00 4.2917 1.94443 
WCUNSAFE 22 1.00 7.00 2.7727 1.95014 
WCVALUABLE 23 1.00 6.00 3.7391 1.83940 
WCWORTHLESS 22 1.00 7.00 2.2727 1.75070 
WCEXPENSIVE 22 1.00 7.00 4.7273 1.80428 
WCINEXPENSIVE 23 1.00 6.00 2.4348 1.50230 
WCTASTY 24 1.00 7.00 4.3750 2.22266 
WCNTASTY 22 1.00 7.00 2.3636 2.05971 
WCNUTRITIOUS 24 1.00 7.00 4.2083 1.81729 
WCNNUTRITIOUS 22 1.00 7.00 2.5000 2.04124 
ACWISE 22 1.00 7.00 3.7727 1.87545 
ACOOLISH 21 1.00 7.00 3.0476 2.08509 
ACGOODHEALTH 23 1.00 6.00 3.6957 1.63581 
ACBADHEALTH 21 1.00 7.00 3.2857 1.97846 
ACBENEFICIAL 22 1.00 6.00 3.7273 1.57908 
ACHARMFUL 21 1.00 7.00 3.0476 1.85678 
ACSAFE 23 1.00 7.00 4.1304 1.81670 
ACUNSAFE 21 1.00 7.00 2.8095 1.99045 
ACVALUABLE 22 1.00 6.00 3.7273 1.51757 
ACWORTHLESS 20 1.00 7.00 2.5500 1.76143 
ACEXPENSIVE 21 1.00 7.00 4.1429 1.76878 
ACINEXPENSIVE 22 1.00 6.00 2.9545 1.67552 
ACTASTY 22 1.00 7.00 3.8182 1.96726 
ACNTASTY 22 1.00 7.00 2.9545 2.12642 
ACNUTRITIOUS 22 1.00 6.00 3.8636 1.67034 
ACNNUTRITIOUS 21 1.00 7.00 2.8571 2.12804 
GWISE 24 1.00 7.00 5.3333 1.55106 
GFOOLISH 21 1.00 5.00 1.5238 1.12335 
GGOODHEALTH 24 1.00 7.00 4.6250 1.71471 
GBADHEALTH 22 1.00 7.00 2.8636 1.95900 
GBENEFICIAL 23 1.00 7.00 4.7391 1.48377 
GHARMFUL 21 1.00 5.00 2.0476 1.39557 
GSAFE 24 5.00 7.00 6.4583 .72106 
GUNSAFE 21 1.00 3.00 1.1905 .51177 
GVALUABLE 22 1.00 7.00 4.2727 1.63829 
GWORTHLESS 21 1.00 4.00 1.7619 1.09109 
GEXPENSIVE 22 1.00 7.00 2.3636 1.73330 
GINEXPENSIVE 23 1.00 7.00 5.3478 2.01379 
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GTASTY 24 1.00 7.00 5.7917 1.44400 
GNTASTY 21 1.00 7.00 2.0476 1.90987 
GNUTRITIOUS 24 2.00 7.00 4.7917 1.44400 
GNNUTRITIOUS 21 1.00 6.00 2.5714 1.74847 
SPONTAN 24 2.00 7.00 4.1667 1.85722 
JUST 24 1.00 7.00 3.0000 1.84155 
THINK 24 1.00 5.00 2.5000 1.44463 
SEEIT 24 1.00 5.00 2.2500 1.07339 
BUYNOW 24 1.00 5.00 1.9167 .92861 
SPUR 24 2.00 7.00 4.7083 1.70623 
FEEL 24 1.00 7.00 3.5833 1.52990 
PLAN 24 1.00 6.00 2.9167 1.24819 
RECKLESS 24 2.00 22.00 4.6250 3.98707 
WOIMPORTANCE 23 -3.00 3.00 -.6522 2.38573 
WOBORE 22 -3.00 3.00 -.4091 2.08530 
WORELEVANT 21 -3.00 3.00 -.8095 2.18218 
WOEXCITING 21 -3.00 3.00 -.7143 2.32686 
WOMEANING 21 -3.00 3.00 -1.1905 2.13586 
WOAPPEAL 21 -3.00 3.00 -.6667 2.22111 
WOFASCIN 21 -3.00 3.00 -.4286 1.93834 
WOWORTH 21 -3.00 3.00 -.6190 1.88351 
WOINVOLVE 21 -3.00 3.00 -.5714 1.88604 
WONEED 21 -3.00 3.00 -1.0952 1.84132 
AOIMPORTANCE 23 -3.00 3.00 -.9565 2.07755 
AOBORE 21 -3.00 2.00 -.7143 1.82052 
AORELEVANT 21 -3.00 3.00 -1.2381 1.92106 
AOEXCITING 21 -3.00 3.00 -1.2381 1.84132 
AOMEANING 21 -3.00 2.00 -1.2381 1.78619 
AOAPPEAL 21 -3.00 2.00 -.7143 1.82052 
AOFASCIN 21 -3.00 2.00 -.9048 1.57812 
AOWORTH 21 -3.00 3.00 -.4762 1.74983 
AOINVOLVE 22 -3.00 1.00 -1.0000 1.48003 
AONEEDED 21 -3.00 2.00 -1.1905 1.66190 
WCIMPORTANCE 23 -3.00 3.00 -.9130 2.23430 
WCBORE 22 -3.00 3.00 -.5909 1.89383 
WCELEAVANT 23 -3.00 3.00 -1.0870 1.80688 
WCEXCITING 22 -3.00 3.00 -1.0000 1.95180 
WCMEANING 22 -3.00 2.00 -1.3636 1.61968 
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WCAPPEAL 22 -3.00 3.00 -.7273 1.85631 
WCFASCIN 22 -3.00 3.00 -.4091 1.89383 
WCWORTH 22 -3.00 3.00 -.6818 1.70116 
WCINVOLVE 22 -3.00 3.00 -.6364 1.86562 
WCNEEDED 22 -3.00 2.00 -1.1818 1.65145 
ACIMPORTANCE 23 -3.00 2.00 -1.4348 1.75360 
ACBORE 23 -3.00 1.00 -.7826 1.56544 
ACRELEVANT 22 -3.00 2.00 -1.1364 1.67034 
ACEXCITING 22 -3.00 3.00 -.9091 1.82337 
ACMEANING 22 -3.00 2.00 -1.2273 1.77098 
ACAPPEAL 22 -3.00 2.00 -.8182 1.76302 
ACFASCIN 22 -3.00 1.00 -1.0455 1.61768 
ACWORTH 22 -3.00 3.00 -.4545 1.73829 
ACINVOLVE 22 -3.00 1.00 -.7727 1.57153 
ACNEEDED 22 -3.00 2.00 -.8636 1.75378 
GIMPORTANCE 24 -3.00 3.00 .5000 1.88818 
GBORE 22 -3.00 3.00 .2727 1.72328 
GRELEVANT 22 -3.00 3.00 .4545 1.89554 
GEXCITING 22 -3.00 3.00 .3636 1.83991 
GMEANING 22 -3.00 3.00 .5000 1.92106 
GAPPEAL 22 -3.00 3.00 1.0000 1.71825 
GFASCIN 22 -3.00 3.00 .2273 1.65994 
GWORTH 22 -3.00 3.00 .4545 1.59545 
GINVOLVE 22 -3.00 3.00 -.1818 1.56255 
GNEEDED 22 -3.00 3.00 .3636 1.94068 
WOINTENTION 24 1.00 7.00 3.7083 2.38618 
AOINTENTION 24 1.00 7.00 2.8750 1.87228 
WCINTENTION 24 1.00 7.00 3.1250 2.11233 
ACINTENTION 24 1.00 5.00 2.5417 1.44400 
GINTENTION 24 1.00 7.00 5.0417 1.73153 
WOLIKELY 24 1.00 7.00 3.6250 2.24214 
AOLIKELY 23 1.00 7.00 2.9130 1.83187 
WCLIKELY 24 1.00 7.00 3.4583 2.20630 
ACLIKELY 23 1.00 6.00 2.6522 1.52580 
GLIKELY 24 1.00 7.00 5.3750 1.49819 
WOTRY 24 1.00 7.00 4.3333 2.27781 
AOTRY 24 1.00 7.00 3.5833 1.93181 
WCTRY 24 1.00 7.00 3.9167 2.18526 
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ACTRY 24 1.00 6.00 3.0417 1.54580 
GTRY 24 2.00 7.00 5.4167 1.52990 
Valid N (listwise) 15     
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APPENDIX D 
Informed Consent Verbal Script for the Main Survey 
Hello. My name is Guliz Coskun and I am PhD canditate in Clemson University. I am 
conductiong a research about the local seafood preferences of tourists visiting coastal areas. Your 
participation will involve to fill out questionnaire which will take 5 to 10 minutes. This research 
has no known risks. 
The information provided will remain strictly confidential and you will not be identified by  your 
answers. Your name will not be disclosed in any way. All information disclosed during the 
survey will be kept in a secure location.You may choose not to answer any question. 
Do you have any questions before we get started? 
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APPENDIX E 
The Main Study Questionnaire  
1. Do you eat oysters? 
1) Yes 
2) No 
2. Are you travelling with your romantic partner (husband/wife, boyfriend/girlfriend, etc…)? 
1) Yes 
2) No 
3. Who planned this trip? 
1) Myself 
2) My partner   
3) Me and my partner 
4) Other__________ 
4. Are you travelling with your children? 
1) Yes 
2) No (Please go to section 1) 
5. How many children do you have traveling with you in this trip? 
1)  1                                                                                               
2) 2 
 
3) 3 
4) More than 3 
 
6. What is your children’s age travelling with you at this trip? (please list each of them) 
 
     ______        ________        ________        ________        ________        ________        ________ 
 
Section 1: Thoughts about Local Oysters 
 
 
 
The following section aims to understand your thoughts about aquacultured and wild caught oysters in 
South Carolina Coastal areas. For each seafood item please indicate how much you agree with the 
statements below. 
 
I think eating WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS is… 
 Not at all   Neutral   Definitely 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
For the purpose of this survey aquaculture refers to ‘the breeding, rearing, and harvesting of plants and 
animals in all types of water environments including ponds, rivers, lakes, and the ocean.’ 
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Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I think eating AQUACULTURED OYSTERS is… 
 Not at all  Neutral   Definitely 
Good for health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unsafe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not tasty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not nutritious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 2: Feelings about Local Oysters 
The following section aims to understand your feelings about aquacultured and wild caught oysters in 
South Carolina Coastal areas. Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below. 
Eating WILD CAUGHT OYSTERS makes me feel… 
 Not at all   Neutral   Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sick 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Eating AQUACULTURED OYSTERS makes me feel… 
 Not at all   Neutral   Definitely 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bored 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sick 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 3: Impulsiveness during Vacation 
Please indicate your agreement with each of the following statements, on a scale of 1 = “Strongly disagree” 
to 7 = “Strongly agree”. (Please circle one) 
 
 
 
WHEN I AM ON VACATION… 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
      Neither Strongly 
Agree 
I often buy things spontaneously 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘Just do it’ describes the way I buy things 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I often buy things without thinking 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘I see it, I buy it’ describes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
‘Buy now, think about it later’ describes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sometimes, I feel like buying things on the spur-
of- the-moment 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I buy things according to how I feel at the 
moment 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sometimes I am a bit reckless about what I buy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 4: Importance of Local Oysters 
This section aims to understand the importance of eating local oysters during your vacation in South 
Carolina Coastal areas. Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below. 
During my travel to the South Carolina Coast eating local WILDCAUGHT OYSTERS… 
 
     Not at all  Neutral  Definitely 
Is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Means a lot to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Means nothing to 
me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
During my travel to the South Carolina Coast eating local AQUACULTURED OYSTERS… 
 
   Not at all  Neutral  Definitely 
Is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Means a lot to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Means nothing to 
me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Is Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 5: Intention to Purchase Local Oysters 
This section is about your intention to purchase local food while you are at the South Carolina Coast. 
Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below. 
PRIOR TO OUR TRIP TO SOUTH CAROLINA COAST… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
Neither 
Strongly 
Agree 
I intended to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the 
destination if they were available.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I thought that I would likely eat local WILDCAUGHT 
oysters at the destination if they were available 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I planned to eat local WILDCAUGHT oysters at the 
destination if they were available. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I intended to eat local AQUACULTURED oysters at the 
destination if they were available. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I thought that I would likely eat local AQUACULTURED 
oysters at the destination if they were available 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I planned to eat local AQUACULTURED oysters at the 
destination if they were available. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 6: Purchase Behavior 
 
1. In your hometown how often do you eat oysters? 
1) Once a day 
2) Once a week 
3) Once a month 
4) Once in three months 
5) Once in six months 
6) Once a year 
2. Have you had any negative experience with oysters? 
1) Yes 
2) No 
 
3. Did you eat oysters in this trip? 
1) Yes 
2) No (go to question 5) 
 
4. How many times did you eat oysters in this trip? 
________________________________________ 
 
5. Are you planning to eat oysters in this trip? 
1) Yes 
2) No 
 
Section 7: Demographic Information 
 
7. What is your gender? 
1) Male                                2) Female 
8. What is your age? ________________________________________________________ 
 
9. What is the highest level of education you have completed (Please check one). 
1) Less than high school                 2) High school             3) Some college 
4) College graduate                         5) Master’s Degree      6) PhD Degree 
 
10. What is your employment occupation? 
1) Employed full time                     2) Employed part time   3) Home maker 
4) Unemployed                               5) Student                       6) Retired 
7) Other_____________ 
 
11. What is your relationship status?  
6) Not married or engaged 
7) Engaged                                       
8) Married  
 
12. Do you have children? 
1) Yes  
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2) No (Go to question 9) 
 
13. How many children do you have living with you currently? ____________ 
 
14. What age group do your children living with you currently belong to? (check all that apply) 
1) 0-6     2) 7-12  3) 13-18 4) 19-24 5) 25-32  6) >32 
 
15. What is your approximate annual personal income at your job? 
1) Under 10,000                                
2) 10,000-24,999                  
3) 25,000-39,999 
4) 40,000-54,999                               
5) 55,000-69,999                 
6) 70, 000- 84, 999 
7) 85, 000-99,999   
 
 
    
8) 100,000-114,999 
9) 115,000-129, 999 
10) 130,000 -144,999 
11) 145,000-159,999 
12) 160,000-174,999 
13) 175,000-189,999 
14) 190,000 and more 
 
 
 
We would like to send you a post survey about your current trip. If you want to participate in the post-
survey, please provide us your e-mail. Your e-mail will not be shared with anybody outside the research 
team. 
 
E-mail____________________________________________________ 
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